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Preface 


This book is the outcome of a dialogue that began in October, 1972, at Nuffield College, 
Oxford. Every week through the following winter and spring we talked over our common 
interest in the sociology of education. Sociology, we agreed, had lost a dominant orthodoxy 
in the 1960s. Structural functionalism had never, of course, claimed universal adherence, but 
it had been a central focus around which controversy and innovation had proceeded in a 
reasonably orderly fashion. In the last decade, however, order had given way to evident 
disarray. Nevertheless, our conversations also led us to agree, the field of educational research 
had in recent years advanced in many ways on both sides of the Atlantic. 

Accompanying this progress, however, was a bewildering proliferation of writing, made all 
the more unmanageable by the failure of the educational research community to communi- 
cate effectively across national and disciplinary boundaries. Could a coherent map of the 
theoretical questions and the positions of current schools of thought with respect to them 
now be drawn? We thought it could, but we saw the attempt as an unusually difficult one, 
most likely to succeed in the form of a critical introductory essay linked to a range of 
examples of significant recent writing from the competing schools and styles of study. The 
introductory essay below and the readings that follow constitute, we hope, a useful survey 
and criticism of the present state of social scientific knowledge in education. 

We have brought contrasting academic and personal backgrounds to this enterprise. Many 
students of the sociology of education will know that Halsey engaged in a similar effort more 
than fifteen years ago; he and Jean Floud wrote a review of the sociology of education in 
Europe and America for Current Sociology 7, no. 3 (1958), on the basis of which, with C.A. 
Anderson, they put together Education, Economy, and Society (New York: Free Press, 
1961). He has been active in the field for a quarter of a century. Karabel, a relative newcomer, 
had become interested in educational research as an undergraduate at Harvard in the late 
1960s and made his first contribution to educational research in a study of the problems of 
open admissions at the City University of New York that was conducted by the American 
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Council on Education’s Office of Research in 1971-72. Halsey, though he had lived in and 
frequently visited the United States and had continued to remain abreast of the research of his 
American colleagues, was deeply rooted in the British sociological tradition; Karabel, despite a 
year in Oxford and an active interest in British and continental educational research, was most 
familiar with developments in the United States. We were, then, both a generation and an 
ocean apart, but we looked upon our differences as complementary rather than contradictory. 

What had brought us together was not only a common sociological interest in education, 
but also a shared political vision of a classless educational system dedicated to the pursuit of 
what Raymond Williams has called a common culture. There were, to be sure, important 
differences between us. Halsey seeks the Christian pragmatic, piecemeal, and democratic road 
to socialism, claiming descent from the British radical tradition of R.H. Tawney and Richard 
Titmuss. Karabel has been deeply influenced by both the American New Left and continental 
Marxism and is accordingly more inclined to look to С. Wright Mills and Antonio Gramsci for 
theoretical and political insight. Halsey came of age politically in the late 1940s at the London 
School of Economics during the first post-war Labour government. Karabel’s transition to 
political adulthood took place twenty years later during the Vietnam War and the student 
unrest of the late 1960s. 

We have included this brief autobiographical note because of our belief that personal 
background is an important factor in shaping an interpretation of a field, its significant 
theories, and relevant methods. More particularly, it was our belief that one could not fully 
understand what had happened in educational research in the last fifteen years without 
inquiring into the social origins of the main currents of thought. It was thus natural for us to 
turn to the sociology of sociology and the sociology of knowledge for assistance in our 
attempt to comprehend recent developments in the field. We recognize, of course, that 
questions of validity and origin are logically distinct, but we believe nonetheless that 
knowledge of the social and historical context in which research takes place is indispensable to 
the task of assessing it critically. In pursuing this task, we cannot claim neutrality, though we 
have struggled for objectivity. 

The sheer volume of relevant literature has made the problem of selecting articles a 
particularly difficult one. It was, we felt, appropriate to confine our choices to work that had 
appeared since the Floud-Halsey review, that is, to the 1960s and 1970s; this we have done, 
with the exception of a recent translation of extracts from Durkheim’s L'évolution 
pédagogique en France, which was not previously available in English. But this still left us 
with selections to be made from hundreds of possible sources. Inevitably, there are glaring 
omissions of authors and studies of the highest quality. Moreover, we were concerned to 
illustrate the strands of theory and substantive study that appear, in our view, to be 
particularly significant. It follows that we have not included the thirty-seven “best pieces” to 
appear since 1960, even in our own judgment. We have instead tried to present the various 
theories and methods that have been characteristic of the last ten to fifteen years. 

The selections will, we hope, serve not only to reveal the diversity of competing approaches 
in contemporary educational research, but also to identify some of the substantive problems 
that remain to be solved. In our attempt to lend order to recent work, we have felt it 
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necessary to criticize the contributions of a number of prominent researchers in the field, 
including some of those whose work is contained in this volume. This is in itself somewhat 
unusual in the context of a collection of readings. Our occasionally severe criticism of some of 
our contributors should not, however, be interpreted to mean that we do not take their work 
very seriously indeed. On the contrary, we feel that even the work of those of our colleagues 
with whom we disagree most strongly serves to raise important issues. 

The bulk of our work on this book was carried out between September, 1974, and 
December, 1975. Karabel was, for the greater part of this period, affiliated with the Есоје 
Pratique des Hautes Etudes in Paris, while Halsey remained in Oxford. Throughout these 
months, we were in constant contact with each other, both in person and by post. Karabel 
drew up the first list of suggestions for articles to be included, and in recognition of this work 
we have reversed the normal alphabetical order in the listing of our editorship of the book. We 
each wrote three of the introductions to the six parts into which the book is divided and 
revised them in the light of the other’s comments. Of the general introductory essay it must 
be said that it would have been different had either of us written it individually, With a 
prolonged series of exchanges before and between drafts, Karabel wrote the first and third 
drafts, and Halsey the second and fourth. The fifth and final draft, which was written after an 
additional series of exchanges, draws on the thinking of both of us, We have had our 
differences but we nonetheless feel that the final version reflects a reasonable synthesis of our 
sociological positions. 

We could not have finished the book without the assistance of our colleagues, friends, and 
students in several countries. We would like in particular to thank M. Heller and the staff of 
the Bibliothéque de la Maison des Sciences de l'Homme, the Centre National de Recherche 
Scientifique, Nuffield College, and the Department of Social and Administrative Studies at the 
University of Oxford. Mrs. Louise Keegan undertook not only the bulk of the typing but also 
the correspondence with authors and publishers to obtain permissions to reprint. Mrs. 
Schuster-Bruce and Mr. Kenneth Demsky also helped to prepare the manuscript. For their 
comments at various stages in the project we would also like to thank: Basil Bernstein, William 
Burke, Mohammed Cherkaoui, Randall Collins, Paul DiMaggio, Marco d’Eramo, Alan Fox, 
Herbert Gintis, Alvin Gouldner, Anthony Heath, David Istance, Christopher Jencks, Henry 
Karabel, Denise Murphy, Michael S. Schudson, David Swartz, Michael Useem, and Godfrey 
Williams. Responsibility for any errors contained herein remains, as authors and editors are 
unfortunately obliged to observe, ours alone. 


January, 1976 JEROME KARABEL 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

АН. HALSEY 

Oxford, England 
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Introduction 


1. Educational Research: A Review and an Interpretation 
JEROME KARABEL AND A. H. HALSEY 


Over the last generation educational research has come from the humblest 
margins of the social sciences to occupy a central position in sociology, as well as 
to receive considerable attention from economists, historians, and anthro- 
pologists. A parallel growth in the use of research for educational policy-making 
has been no less evident. To attempt a general appraisal of this branch of 
scholarship and its applications is to embark on a formidable task, not only 
because of the sheer volume of the relevant literature, but also because we write 
at a time when the relation between thought and political action is one of 
unusual if not unprecedented contention. We must therefore disclaim at the 
outset any pretension either to encyclopedic coverage or to cosmic objectivity. 
Nonetheless we have ventured to put forward a general view and to criticize, 
both broadly and in detail, the authors whose work we have chosen as 
illustrative of what we take to be the significant developments of research since 
1960. Finally, we have examined, with special reference to the work of 
Durkheim and Bernstein, the potential for a new synthesis in educational 
research. 

To classify schools and traditions of thought is inevitably to oversimplify a 
complex social reality, but it is also indispensable to coherent exposition. Our 
remarks on the outstanding trends, theories, and preoccupations of recent work 
are therefore grouped under the following headings: 


(1) Functionalist theories of education 

(2) The economic theory of human capital 

(3) Methodological empiricism (within which we attach a special 
importance to empirical studies of educational inequality) 

(4) Conflict theories of education 

(5) The interactionist tradition in educational research and the challenge of 
the “new” sociology of education 


2 KARABEL AND HALSEY 


These categories, however, are no more than flags of convenience; they do not 
represent mutually exclusive definitions of legitimate theories and methods, so 
that both particular studies and individual scholars may be discussed in more 
than one of them. Our purpose in identifying more or less distinct schools of 
thought is not to classify individuals but rather to throw into sharper relief the 
diverse theoretical and empirical developments of the last fifteen years. 

An assessment of educational research is, in any case, overdue. It has not been 
attempted on a comprehensive scale since 1958, when Jean Floud and A.H. 
Halsey reviewed the literature in an issue of Current Sociology.' We shall not 
recapitulate the history of the sociology of education as outlined in this earlier 
work except to note that, despite the brilliant exposition of the subject by Emile 
Durkheim in the early years of the present century and the inspiration to be 
found in the works of Marx? and Weber, the achievements of this branch of the 
discipline before the 1950s were meager. 

When social scientists invaded the realm of educational research on a large 
scale during the 1950s, however, their characteristic tone was one of buoyant 
optimism. The study of education had, in their view, been dominated by 
unrigorous and mediocre “educationalists,” but that period, which was already 
drawing to a close, would belong to the prehistory of the discipline once the 
superiority of the social scientific approach became widely recognized. And 
indeed, the optimism of those who advocated treating educational institutions 
with the scientific precision and detachment befitting the study of any social 
organization seemed well grounded, for by 1958 one well-known review of the 
field was able to assemble an impressive list of one hundred works.* 

Of all the social sciences it was sociology that was at the forefront of the 
movement to make the study of education a scientific endeavor. The relation- 
ship between sociology and education did not, to be sure, date from the 
postwar period; the founding of the American Journal of Educational Sociology 
in 1927 is but one example of a long-standing interest in uniting the two 
disciplines. Yet the articles appearing in the Journal of Educational Sociology 
reflected less the application of general sociological principles than the concerns 


1. Floud and Halsey (1958). The reader edited by Halsey, Floud, and Anderson, Education, Economy, and 
Society (New York: Free Press, 1961), was based on this review of previous work. 

2. For a summary essay on Marx see Brian Simon (1971). 

3. A sample of some of Weber’s writings on education and social stratification is available in Cosin (1972: 
211-241). For a brief summary of Weber’s early formulation of a typology of educational systems in 
relation to the power structure of society, see Halsey (1968). 

4. This review of the literature, conducted under the auspices of the Russell Sage Foundation, was carried 
out by Brim (1958). Halsey (1959), in a review of this work, challenged the omission of Veblen’s classic 
essay on the higher learning and suggested that the omissions “stemmed in part from (Brim's) obvious 
affinity to functionalism, which in its modern Parsonian form, places socialization and values rather than 
interests or the ‘substratum’ in the center of sociological analysis.” 
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of a subject that considered itself more a branch of education than one of 
sociology. The institutional correlate of this self-conception was the employ- 
ment of most educational sociologists in schools of education rather than in 
university departments of sociology. The problem-oriented, applied sociological 
outlook that was predominant in the subject and the low esteem accorded to 
schools of education together constituted a serious barrier to scientific 
respectability. The founding of the American journal Sociology of Education in 
1963 may be seen as an attempt both to integrate the subject with the larger 
concerns of sociology and to benefit from the growing prestige of the parent 
discipline. 

By the 1950s the prevailing orthodoxy in American sociology of education 
was structural functionalism. As formulated by Talcott Parsons it offered an 
emerging subject both an all-encompassing theoretical framework and a valuable 
conceptual guide for setting research priorities. When these were combined with 
the canons of scientific procedure, which sociologists of education planned to 
follow with the utmost rigor, an approach of seemingly unlimited possibilities 
had been developed. It would hardly seem an exaggeration to say that 
researchers in the field, armed with the dual weapons of structural functionalist 
theory and scientific method, envisaged few problems that would ultimately 
prove intractable. 

There were, of course, sociologists of education who worked in other 
traditions. In Britain, for example, socialist influence on the choice of problems 
was strong before the war, and continued after it, in the long tradition of 
empirical inquiry by royal commissions and private investigators of public issues. 
A Fabian social democratic use of data from such inquiries was concentrated 
characteristically on the analysis of social inequalities of educational op- 
portunity. Floud and Halsey (1958:171), who worked in this tradition of 
“political arithmetic," had explicit reservations about functionalism: “Тһе 
structural functionalist is preoccupied with social integration based on shared 
values—that is with consensus—and he conducts his analysis solely in terms of 
the motivated actions of individuals. For him, therefore, education is a means of 
motivating individuals to behave in ways appropriate to maintain the society in a 
state of equilibrium. But this is a difficult notion to apply to developed 
especially industrialized societies, even if the notion of equilibrium is interpreted 
dynamically. They are dominated by social change, and ‘consensus’ and 
‘integration’ can only be very loosely conceived with regard to them.”* 


5. However, their own approach (see Halsey et al. [1961:1—13]), which stressed the emergence of 
technological society, converged with functionalism at many points, and the use of a structural functional- 
ist framework, strongly influenced by the Weberian concept of “structures of domination,” was the basis of 
Halsey’s analysis (1961:456—465) of the changing functions of universities in industrial societies. 
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Nonetheless, functionalism, with its distinguished leadership from such men as 
Parsons, Shils, Merton, and Lazarsfeld, remained dominant in the 1950s not only 
in America but also in France, Germany, Scandinavia, and Japan. The sociology 
of education reflected the larger empire of theoretical sociology. A considerable 
number of empirically minded researchers did, to be sure, continue to gather and 
analyze data untroubled by the lack of any overarching theoretical scheme, but 
their inquiries posed no challenge to the hegemony of the functionalist 
framework. 

During the 1960s, when the theory of structural functionalism found itself at 
the center of controversy in sociology at large, it became inevitable that the 
debate would ultimately penetrate the sociology of education itself. The overall 
effects of this debate, which has been stimulated by the resurgence of various 
forms of Marxism, phenomenology, and interactionist theory in Europe and 
America, have been liberating, for the consensual elements in functionalism had 
proved, despite Merton's (1968:92—96) demonstration of a certain logical 
neutrality in its analyses of social phenomena, to inhibit the raising of a 
number of crucial questions more easily treated by other approaches, both 
Marxist and non-Marxist, which focus on conflict. Yet the acrimony of the 
debate is not without its dangers, including, as Basil Bernstein (1974:145—159) 
has suggested, a proliferation of approaches to problems rather than explana- 
tions of them. | 

Controversy, for example between Marxists and functionalists in the United | 
States, or over the “old” and “new” sociology of education in Britain, is 
now sufficiently intense to have created something of a crisis in educational 
research. We propose to try to make sense of recent and current debates by 
placing them in their social and historical context." We shall focus on a few 
salient problems in educational research with the object of showing how an 
awareness of the social settings from which they emerged can contribute to a 
deeper understanding of them. In this way we hope not only to offer a rough 
map on which to place the leading current schools of thought but also to provide 
an added dimension to the necessary task of critical assessment. We shall attend 


6. Merton's Social Theory and Social Structure (1968) is a classic source on functionalist theory. 

7. Alvin Gouldner (1971:490), one of the founders of the sociology of sociology perspective, captures the 
essence of our intent when he demands that “sociologists must—at the very least—acquire the ingrained 
habit of viewing (their) own beliefs as (they) now view those held by others.” This perspective, which is 
derived from the sociology of knowledge, has gained momentum in recent years and would seem 
particularly well suited to offer insight into the work of educational researchers, for few areas of social 
scientific investigation are more profoundly marked by their social context. Apart from Gouldner's (1968; 
1971) own contributions to the sociology of sociology, we have found particularly helpful the writings of 
C. Wright Mills (1963) collected under the heading of “knowledge” in Power, Politics and People (see 
especially "The Professional Ideology of Social Pathologists”) and his classic, The Sociological Imagination 
(1959). We have also found useful the research of Mannheim (1936; 1952), Marx and Engels (1947), 
Merton (1968), Anderson (1968), Ringer (1969), Kuhn (1970), Shils (1970), Friedrichs (1970), Mullins 
(1973), and a number of the studies reported in Tiryakian (1971). 
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in particular to functionalism, human capital, methodological empiricism, 
conflict theory, and “interpretative” sociology. 


THE SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 


The influx of social scientific researchers into education coincided with a 

period of enormous growth of public expenditure on schools and universities. 
Between 1950 and the end of the 1960s, educational expenditure in the member 
countries of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
increased at an average rate of more than 10 percent a year, which was double 
the rate of increase of gross national product and one-and-a-half times the rate of 
growth of total public expenditure. Student numbers rose concurrently: over 30 
percent in primary education, almost 100 percent in secondary education, and 
200 percent in tertiary education (Emmerij, 1974:61). The magnitude of this 
expansion was unprecedented, and it brought with it a number of problems. At 
the same time, educational systems everywhere had become arenas of political 
and social conflict, and it is therefore hardly surprising that governments gave 
increased priority to the funding of educational research. 

Particularly in those countries whose institutions embody planning and 
welfare ideologies, there is also a widespread tradition of eagerness to base 
institutional reform on prior empirical inquiry. At the same time, both the 
supporters and the critics of the status quo, and not least members of the social 
science community, have been anxious to gain access to relevant information 
and to use it in order to offer policy recommendations, whether critical of 
current policy or offering “scientific” legitimation for it. Thus the involvement 
of members of the academy, particularly of sociologists and economists, is a 
familiar feature of the academic-governmental landscape: royal and presidential 
commissions, consultations, and the execution of government-commissioned 
studies are but the most conspicuous examples of the intimate relation prevailing 
between state policy-makers and a segment of the educational research 
community. 

Man’s attempts at understanding the world through the social sciences are 
more than a century old, but if the point is to change the world through the 
systematic application of the findings of research to public decision-making 
processes, the social sciences are new. And what, specifically, is new is the 
existence of an identifiable and organized social science community whose 
members are in contact with the government. Keynes’s aphorism about the 
academic scribbler of yesteryear who stands behind the current theories of the 
practical politician is well known. The academic scribbler has since become an 
available expert. But it is only in the last generation that connections between 
government and social science have been strongly institutionalized. The social 
sciences are, in other words, caught up in a process of incorporation into the 
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state apparatus, partly through their dependence on state funding, partly in their 
own right as the disciplinary bases of economic and social planning, and—most 
recently—partly through the emergence of a new style of administration which is 
potentially of immense importance: experimental public policy formation. Since 
World War II, governments everywhere have increasingly and explicitly accepted 
responsibility for the management of economic growth. The assimilation of 
economists was brought about by their capacity to generate consensus as to the 
means to that end and the method of measurement of progress towards its 
attainment. The still more recent arrival of the sociologist reflects a shift in 
emphasis on the part of governments towards concern with distribution as well as 
production, with social order as well as economic progress, with the quality of 
social life as well as the quantity of economic resources. 

There is, however, a serious underlying problem. It is in the interests of 
established government to define the social sciences as apolitical and organized 
social science as, in effect, an extension of the civil service. On such a view, 
problems are essentially technical and the role of the social scientist is that of a 
handmaiden. Research strategies and priorities, from this perspective, are finally 
left in the hands of the government. Within this framework, the social sciences 
can lay no claim to independence. 

Theoretically informed exchanges between social scientists and governments 
may well reveal that there are *social problems” that cannot be formulated 
adequately in terms approximating those of medical problems and in which the 
social scientist is defined, by analogy, as a skilled diagnostician. Such a model, 
apart from assuming that there is a social science theory to be applied in the 
same way that doctors apply medical theory, also takes it for granted that there 
is agreement about social ends just as there is consensus about the nature and 
desirability of good health. If there were such agreement on all social problems, 
there would be no need for politicians. In fact, the language of “‘social 
problems” may all too often disguise an underlying conflict of political and 
social interests. The historic role of the social scientist as critic of the social 
order must set limits to his incorporation into administration just as the 
maintenance of political democracy must set strict limits to his participation in 
the making of decisions.® 

Government influence on the scope and shape of social science research may 
be exercised through control of the bulk of research funding.? Private 


8. For an elaborated exposition of this view, see Halsey (1970). 

9. Useem (19762) and McCartney (1971) provide useful studies of this topic. McCartney (1970:32-33) 
reports that, in thirteen of fifteen areas of sociology, articles acknowledging financial support were much 
more likely to use statistical methods. This is indirect evidence suggesting that sponsors are more likely to 
accept projects proposing quantitative analysis of data, but direct evidence requires study of the funding 
process itself. Such a study would ideally place particular emphasis on the characteristics of rejected 
proposals and would investigate the factors determining whether a researcher even attempts to obtain 
funds. 

The decision to allocate state funds often makes or breaks a given research project. In the sample studied by 


ii 
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philanthropy plays a minor part even in non-communist countries. State 
financial support flows in two main forms—through research councils and the 
general funding of state institutions of higher education and through direct 
contracting by government departments and agencies. In the former type of 
financing social scientists are directly involved in determining the principles and 
practices of аПосайоп.! The question of how far priorities, problems, and 
methods reflect governmental interest and how far they reflect a social science 
interest therefore becomes a subtle one. In the case of direct commissioning by 
government it is reasonable to suppose that the priorities will lie in the direction 
of policy-oriented studies. In the case of private philanthropy it may be that 
funding flows more easily for the support of what is fashionable and congruent 
with the interests of socially dominant groups and the mass media. 

The interest of government in educational research is apparent, but the 
empirical evidence is too undifferentiated to determine with any precision what 
type of educational research the state tends to sponsor and what consequences 
this funding pattern has on the development of the field. Yet the findings of the 
available studies give us reason to suspect that in educational research, as in 
other domains, the government will favor policy-oriented, quantitative studies. 
Similarly, it seems reasonable to suppose that if government priorities can 
influence the distribution of research within a discipline, then it is equally likely 
that the allocation of funds can affect the distribution of funds within a 
sub-discipline—in this case, the sociology of education. There is, as we have 
already suggested, a multitudinous array of approaches vying for influence 
within educational research, and the absence of an intellectual orthodoxy or 
“paradigm” governing research priorities makes the field particularly vulnerable 
to external pressure. Among these pressures the role of government agencies 
obviously looms large. 

State allocation of research monies does not, of course, exhaust the ways in 
which social context influences the development of educational research. From 
our own experiences as researchers, we would be among the first to admit that 
both our choice of problems and our manner of treating them have been 
influenced, independent of the question of funding, by our presence in a given 
social setting and in particular by our personal values. Yet to judge from that 
same experience, it would seem plausible to suggest that social factors are more 
relevant to questions of emphasis and neglect than to questions of validity and 


Useem (1976a) nearly one-half of the social scientists whose proposals were rejected dropped their projects 
altogether. 

10. Where social science applications are judged by social scientists an element of subtlety is introduced 
into the question of state allocation of research funds. Nevertheless, it remains possible that the scholars 
who serve on committees reviewing research proposals are themselves selected so as to distribute funds in a 
manner roughly corresponding to state priorities. There is little empirical evidence on the characteristics of 
such social scientists. One of the few available studies (Useem, 1976b) concludes that their own research is 
more quantitative and policy-oriented than that of their colleagues of similar professional standing. 
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error. It follows from this that social context perhaps exerts its most profound 
influence on the development of educational research in its capacity to lead us 
to be selectively inattentive to problems that are nonetheless real. 

Alvin Gouldner, in his call for a reflexive sociology (1971:498), has asserted 
the paradox “that those who supply the greatest resources for the institutional 
development of sociology are precisely those who most distort its quest for 
knowledge" (italics his). Whether this proposition is true or false (and its 
exploration is one of the themes of this essay) we would not ourselves suggest 
that government funding in Western Europe or America is the sole, or even perhaps 
the most significant, external influence on educational research. Nor would we 
intend to imply that to place a school of thought socially is thereby to 
accomplish the task of substantive criticism. Assessment of the validity of ideas 
remains a vital enterprise independent of any attempt to trace their origins. An 
analysis of the social origins of the various approaches to education research, 
however, may direct our attention toward those elements of each perspective 
that are particularly susceptible to distortion from external sources. Further, if 
the fates of schools of thought are, as we believe, contingent not only upon their 
intellectual stature, but also upon the extent to which they correspond to 
changes in the surrounding political and cultural context, then an exploration of 
the social setting of educational research becomes indispensable to an 
understanding of recent developments in the field. As we keep these considera- 
tions in mind, the case of the functionalist theory of education offers a 
promising place to begin our analysis. 


FUNCTIONALISM 


After the Second World War, the United States and the Soviet Union became 
engaged in a “cold war,” a crucial component of which was the “‘battle of 
production.” Could the Western powers, emerging from the dislocations of 
depression and war, surpass the impressive material and technological progress of 
their Soviet rival? The development of nuclear weapons had provided dramatic 
evidence that technological superiority could be converted into military 
dominance. Both countries therefore looked to their systems of education to 
produce an adequate flow of scientists and engineers, and this added to the 
traditional concern with “ћитап resources,” which, at least in America, dated 
from the Depression. In 1949, the four major American national research 
councils appointed a Commission on Human Resources and Advanced Training. 
The Commission, directed by Dael Wolfle, sponsored a widely influential study, 
America’s Resources of Specialized Talent, which appeared in 1954. Ina 
statement characteristic of the period, Wolfle warned that “survival itself may 
depend on making the most effective use of the nation’s intellectual resources” 
(quoted in Husén, 1974:40). Later but similarly in Britain, the Robbins Report 
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on Higher Education, which appeared in 1963, was at pains to stress the 
importance of educating potential talent and to attack traditionally entrenched 
conceptions of a limited pool of educable ability. 

This concern with the preservation of human resources marked the particular 
variety of functionalist theory that was most popular in educational research in 
the 1950s.!! Thus Burton Clark, a prominent contributor to the sociology of 
education in America, in 1962 published a textbook under the title Educating 
the Expert Society in which he put forward a lucid version of what might be 
called technological functionalism. Emphasizing the rapidity of technological 
change, Clark declared that, “our age demands army upon army of skilled 
technicians and professional experts, and to the task of preparing these men the 
educational system is increasingly dedicated” (1962:3). Seen in this light, the 
expansion and the increasing differentiation of the educational system were 
inevitable outcomes of technologically determined changes in occupational 
structure requiring ever more intricate skills. At the same time, the drive for 
educational efficiency was congruent with the traditional socialist critique of 
inequality of educational opportunity between classes. At the level of policy 
Clark’s functional analysis supported a program of transformation of the schools 
both to promote equal opportunity at home and to turn back “ће expanding 
thrust of totalitarianism abroad" (1962:1). 

Clark's formulation seems in retrospect to reflect some of the underlying 
ideological components of the technological functionalism which became 
fashionable after Russia launched Sputnik in 1957. 


Greater schooling for greater numbers also Лаз brought with it and evidently implies, a 
greater practicality in what the schools teach and what they do for students. The 
existence of children of diverse ability calls forth the comprehensive school, or the 
multischool comprehensive structure, within which some students receive a broad 
general education but others take primarily a technical or commercial training. In short, 
increased quantity means greater vocationalism . . . Sorting must take place at some 
point in the education structure. If, at that level, it does not take place at the door, it 
must occur inside the doors, in the classroom and counseling office. . . 


Democracy encourages aspiration, and generous admission allows the student to carry 
his hopes into the school or now principally the college. But there his desires run into 
the standards necessary for the integrity of programs and the training of competent 
workers. The college offers the opportunity to try, but the student's own ability and his 
accumulative record of performance finally insist that he be sorted ош... 
(1962:79—80; italics ours) 


What is most striking about these passages is the necessitous implication of 
the italicized phrases. At the same time, since the description offered seemed to 


11. For an introduction to functional analysis, see the articles by Marion J. Levy and Francesca M. Cancian 
in The International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (1968). 
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fit both modern America and modern Russia (Clark, 1962:45—57), it served to 
validate some general applicability of technological functionalism. But the 
differences between these countties in economics, politics, and education surely 
also reflect specifically different “structures of domination,” as Weber would 
have put it. The use of the language of necessity implies that there are no 
alternatives to present structures and thus has the effect of legitimating the 
status quo and of diverting attention from the possibility at least of functional 
alternatives (see Merton, 1968:86—91). 

In Britain in the 1950s a theory of “technological society” also provided the 
dominant framework for educational research. The essence of the theory was 
that technical change in the system of production provided the impetus for 
educational change, though there was also, as in the United States, some 
emphasis on the active role of education through its contribution to research and 
innovation. Where the characteristic outlooks of researchers in the two countries 
differed was mainly in the varying emphasis on “‘conflict and friction in the 
movement towards a technological society” (Halsey et al., 1961:2) and in the 
reluctance in Britain to embrace a functionalist theory of social change (Floud 
and Halsey, 1958:173). There was in any case an inherently reformist aspect of 
the theory of “technological society,” which in the course of its natural 
development would eliminate onerous manual work while simultaneously 
establishing equal opportunity through the abolition of obsolete class-based 
ascription. The locus classicus of this kind of theory is in the work of the 
nineteenth-century Cambridge economist Alfred Marshall.!? Marshall's theory 
of educational embourgeoisement, modified by T.H. Marshall's analysis 
(1965:71—134) of the rise of the welfare state as a principle of citizenship 
exercising increasing countervailing power against the force of class stratifica- 
tion, strongly supported the possibility of realizing a welfare society in which 
equality and liberty would be optimally balanced. 

British researchers in education were as preoccupied with “wastage” and 
"dysfunctions" as their American colleagues but perhaps more animated by the 
egalitarian concerns of a country with a long-established and politically 
organized Labour movement. Nevertheless, these egalitarian sentiments were 
linked to concern for efficiency in education so as to preserve human 
resources." The attack by British sociologists on inequality of educational 
opportunity was not only that it was unfair, but also that it was inefficient. And 
the historical context in which arguments about “‘matching ability and 
opportunity" (Floud and Halsey 1961:80) were put forward was one of political 
and ideological struggle over the structure of British education. As Bernstein put 
it in a recent essay on the history of the sociology of education in Britain, “‘it is 


12. For a discussion of this element in Marshallian theory, see Halsey (1975). 
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important to realise that Floud and Halsey used the manpower and equality 
argument as a double-barrelled weapon to bring about change in the procedures 
of selection and the organizational structure of schools” (1974:152, italics his). 

The characteristic methodology of the British school of sociology of 
education was "political arithmetic” —calculating the chances of reaching various 
stages in the educational process for children of different class origins. This 
approach derived from the mobility studies carried out under the direction of 
D.V. Glass at the London School of Economics and drew its larger framework 
from research in the area of social stratification. At the time when the studies 
were being carried out, the sociology of education was not a recognized 
subdiscipline in British universities, and it is likely that it was less the implicit 
structural-functionalist framework than the already-established respectability of 
the study of social stratification that served to legitimate the sociological study 
of educational institutions. In either case, however, given that education was 
held in poor repute as a field of research, the institutionalization of the 
sociological study of education was greatly facilitated by the prestige derived 
from borrowing theories, procedures, and substantive concerns from the larger 
and more respected fields of stratification and general sociology.!? 

Functionalist analysis is now in wide disrepute. In the educational field it has 
been criticized for exaggerating the role of technology and underestimating the 
importance of conflict and ideology (Collins, 1971, and Bowles and Gintis, 
1972). The criticism has also been made that this framework, with its emphasis 
on selection and technical training, has led to a neglect of the content of the 
educational process (Young, 1971a). Yet during the period of its greatest 
influence functionalism undoubtedly advanced the sociological study of 
education by emphasizing connections between education and other major 
institutions such as the economy and the polity. A number of studies deriving 
from one form of functionalism or another (Parsons, 1959; Clark, 1960; Turner, 
1960; Trow, 1961) are among the most respected achievements of educational 
research, and the attention given by functionalist analysis to the selective 
functions of educational institutions led to the accumulation of data that have 
proved extremely useful to researchers whether or not they adhere to a 
functionalist paradigm. 

Reflecting the spirit of the period in which it came to prominence, func- 
tionalist theory, particularly as formulated by American scholars, placed undue 
emphasis on consensus and equilibrium in society. Technological functionalism 
also served to justify educational growth in the post-war period. Yet, if sociology 
provided a convincing theoretical rationale for the expansion and differentiation 


13. The struggle to institutionalize a discipline will obviously influence its development, and the sociology 
of education deserves historical study from this point of view. For some interesting remarks on the British 
case in its formative period after World War II, see Bernstein (1974). 
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of education, it was unable to answer the economic question with which 
policy-makers were much concerned, namely, whether educational investment 
was worthwhile. This was a question for economists, and their response, which 
took the form of the theory of human capital, exerted a considerable influence 
not only in the academy but also on the development of educational systems 
throughout the world. 


HUMAN CAPITAL THEORY 


The rate of growth of educational systems after World War II dwarfed even the 
earlier lurch of European societies in the nineteenth century into universal 
primary education. In the United States, postwar expansion brought literally 
millions of students into higher education. Popular demand for expansion was in 
part motivated by the high rate of return to individuals who received extended 
schooling. But expansion was expensive and, to a variable but large degree, 
subsidized in most countries from the public purse. The question of the 
efficiency of these massive expenditures therefore arose and, at least in the 
United States, took on an added urgency in the context of international 
competition with the Soviet Union for military and economic supremacy. 

Delivered in the context of public concern about the preservation of “human 
resources,” Theodore W. Schultz’s 1960 Presidential Address to the American 
Economic Association on the theme “Investment in Human Capital” not 
surprisingly evoked an enthusiastic response. His message was a simple one: the 
process of acquiring skills and knowledge through education was not to be 
viewed as a form of consumption, but rather as a productive investment. “Ву 
investing in themselves, people can enlarge the range of choice available to them. 
It is the one way free men can enhance their welfare” (1961:2). As Schultz 
made clear in the remainder of his address, investment in human capital not only 
increases individual productivity, but, in so doing, also lays the technical base of 
the type of labor force necessary for rapid economic growth. 

These ideas were not new. We have already mentioned their place in the work 
of Alfred Marshall, and they can be traced to earlier nineteenth-century 
economists (if not to Adam Smith). They are, moreover, susceptible to a variety 
of political interpretations. But the tenor of Schultz’s formulation was 
particularly apt for the social and political climate of the times, especially in the 
United States." For the businessman there was the attractive appeal of 


14. It is interesting to speculate why human capital theory flourished in the United States. The cultural 
setting, in which the utilitarian values of the bourgeoisie are uncontested either by the remains of an 
aristocratic ethos (as in England) or by the communitarian values of a mass working-class movement, is 
doubtless one factor. Another important element of any adequate explanation would be the scale of the 
American expansion of higher education as compared with that of Western Europe. 


EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: A REVIEW AND AN INTERPRETATION 13 


education as investment. For university teachers and researchers there was an 
apparently scientific justification for the expansion of their activity. For some 
politicians, at least, there was support for democratization of access to education, 
and for the “consumers” of education there was the prospect of widening 
opportunities for well-paid jobs. Yet because of the magnitude of finance 
involved and the suspicion that there might be more direct and hence more 
efficient ways of promoting economic growth, a clear-cut demonstration of the 
value of investment in education was needed. 

The theory of human capital was consonant with the forms of technological 
functionalism which attracted many sociologists in the 1950s. Both theories 
stress the technical function of education and emphasize the efficient use of 
human resources. A concern with the elimination of waste also supports the 
liberal notion of equality of opportunity. For the technological functionalist 
there is the enemy of ascription and for the human capitalist the blight of 
under-investment. Both formulations justify the greater rewards accruing to the 
educated as incentives necessary to encourage extended study. Thus in their 
formulation of the functionalist theory of stratification Davis and Moore 
(1945:244) asserted that “а medical education is so burdensome and expensive 
that virtually none would undertake it if the M.D. did not carry a reward 
commensurate with the sacrifice"; for Schultz (1968:285), education can 
admittedly be considered a consumption good, but the benefit deriving therefrom 
is *undoubtedly small, for school days entail much hard work and long hours." 
But what must further be remarked about the theory of human capital is the 
direct appeal to pro-capitalist ideological sentiment that resides in its insistence 
that the worker is a holder of capital (as embodied in his skills and knowledge) 
and that he has the capacity to invest (in himself). Thus in a single bold 
conceptual stroke the wage-earner, who holds no property and controls neither 
the process nor the product of his labor, is transformed into a capitalist. 

We cannot be surprised, then, that a doctrine reaffirming the American way of 
life and offering quantitative justification for vast public expenditure on education 
should receive generous sponsorship in the United States. Government agencies, 
private foundations, and such international organizations as the World Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, and the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development were actively involved in the promotion of the theory of 
human сарај 15 The compatibility of the theory with the ideology of liberal 
progressivism and its ability to align itself with the increasingly powerful 


15. The role of financial support in the institutionalization of a discipline or a school of thought goes 
beyond the subsidizing of individual studies in universities. In the case of human capital, the theory was 
widely diffused through sponsored publications, international conferences, and consultations with leading 
educational policy-makers. The role of such sponsored support in the institutionalization of an approach in 
the social sciences is worthy of careful study. 
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interests of the higher education industry were doubtless factors in its 
attractiveness to the holders of research funds, quite apart from its intrinsic 
merits as an intellectual tool of analysis and its precise quantitative methods. 

The scientific value of the theory of human capital is much disputed. Critics 
frequently point to one of its unrealistic assumptions—that the perfect 
competition prevailing in labor markets ensures that greater earnings reflect 
greater productivity.!ó Wages, they point out, are not so determined in the real 
world. This is not to say that the supply side of the wage and employment 
process is irrelevant; even an economist as critical of human capital as Bluestone 
(1972:46—47) admits that the characteristics of workers in a given industry 
affect that industry’s wage scale. But many other factors besides worker 
characteristics determine wages: among them are unionization, the existence of a 
minimum wage, traditions of status, customary differentials, and ‘‘dual labor 
markets.”!7 Furthermore, the wages of state employees are directly adminis- 
tered. Their market may be influenced by wages in the private sector, but they 
are not the outcome of perfect competition. Finally, it is essential not to lose 
sight of the fact that the degree of inequality of wages prevailing at any given 
historical moment is in part a result of struggles between social classes over the 
distribution of the national income. 

Nevertheless, this does not undermine the proposition that an individual may 
find it advantageous to invest in an education for himself and that a society may 
also find it advantageous. It is true, of course, that the individual who profits 
from educational investment may do so in part because of selective mechanisms 
prevalent in his society, but a society may find that its rate of growth depends to 
some extent on the level of educational attainment of its workers. The actual 
level and type of educational investment that are optimal for economic growth is 
a matter of complex debate, but the idea that there is a social rate of return to 
education is not intrinsically unsound. 

Despite its theoretical and empirical shortcomings, the influence of the human 

_capital approach on social policy extended beyond the advanced capitalist 
countries into the nations of the Third World. The idea of using the theory of 
human capital in underdeveloped countries “to help them achieve economic 
growth” was adumbrated by Schultz’s Presidential Address (1961:15). Struck by 
the rapid economic recovery of countries that had suffered massive destruction 
of physical capital during World War II, Schultz suggested that the “economic 
miracle” had been due, in no small part, to the reservoir of human capital that 
remained after the war. His conclusion was that underdeveloped countries, 


16. Among the critical works are Bluestone (1972), Thurow (1972), Piore (1973), Taubman and Wales 
(1973), Carter and Carnoy (1974), and Bowles and Gintis (1975а). 

17. See Doeringer and Piore (1971), Gordon (1971), and Reich et al. (1973) for detailed discussions of 
“dual labor markets." Some interesting empirical evidence is presented in Bluestone et al. (1975). 
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lacking in “the knowledge and skills required to take on and use efficiently the 
superior techniques of production,” should be provided with aid designed to 
increase the quality of their human capital (1961:15—16). 

Organizations such as the World Bank and the Ford Foundation responded to 
Schultz’s appeal by providing funds for economists of education to spread the 
gospel of human capital among the nations of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 
There was, to be sure, some truth in the theory, and the socialist countries of the 
Third World were equally concerned to organize their educational systems so as 
to promote economic growth (see Bastid, 1970, and Carnoy and Werthein, 
1977). But the appeal of human capital theory to capitalist institutions such as 
the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank resided substantially in 
the comforting ideological character of its message. The nations of the Third 
World, the theory suggested, were poor not because of the structure of 
international economic relations, but because of internal characteristics—most 
notably their lack of human capital. As with the poor within the advanced 
countries, nothing in the situation of the Third World countries called for 
radical, structural change; development was possible if only they would improve 
the quality of their woefully inadequate human resources. Attention was thus 
deflected from structural variables onto individuals.!? Application of this 
theoretical framework led to diverse and often unsuccessful results. For 
example, a study of Ghana by Philip Foster (1965) shows that the active 
sponsorship of technical and vocational education evoked little popular response 
because the populace, apparently more aware of the actual structure of job 
opportunities in Ghana than foreign economists, recognized that the exchange 
sector was simply too small to absorb very many graduates. 

Virtually uncontested when it came into prominence in the early 1960s, the 
theory of human capital was under vigorous assault a decade later.!9 Discredited 
in the eyes of many by policy failures both in the American **war on poverty” 
and in the attempts to promote economic growth in the Third World, the human 
capital approach, though still retaining the loyalties of intelligent and articulate 
defenders,?" no longer seemed to provide an adequate framework for 
understanding the relationship between education and the economy. And once 


18. Bluestone (1972), in an analysis of the consequences of the theory of human capital on government 
strategies to fight poverty in the 1960s, points out that the manpower training approach favored by such 
economists as Schultz did not address itself to a crucial underlying problem—that the incomes attached to 
the low-paying jobs occupied by the substantial proportion of poor people who work full-time remain the 
same regardless of the human capital characteristics of the individuals holding them. Human capital 
theorists tend to ignore the structural sources of poverty. For a functionalist argument that the workings of 
the American economy depend on the existence of millions of people who, whether unemployed or 
working in low-wage jobs, are condemned to poverty, see Gans (1972). 

19. See note 17 above. 

20. See Blaug (1972) and Layard and Psacharopoulos (1974) for recent defenses of the human capital 
approach. 
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under attack, human capitalists found themselves in a difficult position, for their 
input-output models had never offered insight into what was going on in the 
“black box” of education that would explain its correlation with earnings. This 
inattention to the education process was not unique to human capitalists.?! It 
was also characteristic of the approach favored by perhaps more educational 
researchers than any other: that of methodological empiricism. It is to this 
highly influential school of thought that we will now turn. 


METHODOLOGICAL EMPIRICISM AND THE DEBATE OVER INEQUALITY 


Although we now focus our attention on a branch of sociology that is defined in 
terms of its method, we are, at the same time, concerned substantively with the 
problem of inequality. While by no means identical, the method and the 
substance are closely linked in postwar educational research. In reviewing their 
development, we refer particularly to the works of Duncan, Coleman, Jencks, 
and their associates in America and to the *action-research" program in the 
British educational priority areas (Halsey, 1972). These authors and studies, 
however, are taken as illustrative of a larger body of work including that of 
Sewell in America, Boudon in France, Husén in Sweden, J.W.B. Douglas in 
Britain, and many others. 

The debate over inequality has been at the center of political conflict in this 
century with respect to class and more recently with respect to race and sex. 
Particularly since World War II, with the spread of egalitarian ideologies, popular 
demand for equal educational opportunity has intensified. On the theoretical 
level, the debate has received new vigor from Marxist and other forms of conflict 
theory, to which we turn in the next section. Methodologically, research has de- 
veloped in two directions. On the one hand, much energy and many of the sig- 
nificant results have taken the form of empirical, usually quantitative, studies of 
the role of education in reducing or maintaining structures of inequality that co- 
exist with increasingly widespread egalitarian ideologies. On the other hand, 
there has been the development of action-research in the form of quasi-experi- 
ments, in most cases conducted under governmental auspices. This latter type of 
development raises in a sharp form the issue of the relation between government 
and social science to which we have referred. But much of the quantitative work 
has also been directly funded by government in the service of policy interests. 

There are, of course, other forms of methodological empiricism, including the 
politically and morally committed work of such writers as D.V. Glass in Britain 
or Christopher Jencks in America and also including the high methodological 
sophistication of, for example, Keith Hope in Britain or O.D. Duncan in 


21. The neglect of the content of education by sociologists was noticed and regretted in the 1961 reader 
by Halsey, Floud, and Anderson (1961:10). 
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America. Nevertheless, when the emphasis is on neutrality and the method is 
numerical, methodological empiricism is well adapted to the interests of 
administration, for it leaves ends in the hands of policy-makers and concentrates 
the efforts of the social scientist on the means by which these ends may be 
attained (Gouldner, 1971).?? 

We have earlier suggested that the influence of government funding on the 
character of educational research is likely to be in the direction of policy- 
oriented, quantitative studies.?? Yet it is important not to overestimate the ex- 
tent to which the high repute of methodological empiricism is a consequence of 
government funding. For one thing, mathematically informed analysis is in part 
an outcome of intellectual challenges intrinsic to the social sciences themselves. 
For another, a suspicion of theory as metaphysical and a preference for 
positivistic methodology is deeply rooted in Anglo-Saxon culture (Anderson, 
1968) and pervades the history of the social sciences in Great Britain and the 
United States. For these reasons alone, therefore, the preeminence of metho- 
dological empiricism in educational research clearly has sources of social support 
that are quite independent of the source of research funds. At the same time, it 
would be naive not to recognize that state patronage has contributed to 
promoting atheoretical forms of methodological empiricism and has given less 
encouragement to other approaches. 

The rise of methodological empiricism within the sociology of education may 
also be seen as a response to its simultaneous association with the poorly 
esteemed fields of education and sociology. A highly technical style of research 
was well suited to the needs of a discipline much concerned with showing that it, 
too, could be rigorous.”4 In their eagerness to establish their scientific 


22. Despite our debt to Gouldner (1971:445), our use of the term “methodological empiricism” differs 
from his in that we do not wish to imply that in methodological empiricist studies there is typically “а 
neglect of substantive concepts and assumptions concerning specifically human behavior and social 
relations” (italics his). Nor do we wish to imply that government agencies are wholly dedicated to 
encouraging the social science community to produce work at the highest level of quantitative sophistica- 
tion. Indeed, the “Royal Commission method” that is so quintessentially part of the welfare state tradition 
is often criticized by social scientists for its failure to use the most advanced methods of social science in 
assembling and analyzing evidence. In some ways, our concept of “methodological empiricism” borrows 
more from C. Wright Mills's (1959:50—75) critique of “abstracted empiricism” than from Gouldner. Within 
the framework of abstracted empiricism, writes Mills (1959:57), “the kinds of problems that will be taken 
up and the way in which they are formulated are quite severely limited by The Scientific Method.” 

23. Williamson (1974:6–7), in discussing the social democratic tradition of “political arithmetic” in the 
British sociology of education, points to its “pragmatism” as one of its distinctive features. He sees such 
writers as J.W.B. Douglas and A.H. Halsey as having had a close relationship with political decision-makers 
and as therefore having been pressed “to formulate their work and writing in such a way that some kind of 
political or policy action can flow from it.” And, as Williamson notes, “а great deal of the work which 
makes up the old sociology has been to a greater or lesser degree sponsored” by official and semi-official 
agencies. 

24. Another factor that contributed to the prominence of methodological empiricism was that it provided 
sociology with a standardized approach to social inquiry in a period in which sociological research was 
becoming a mass enterprise. In educational research, many sociologists of education had found the 
dominant functionalist theory of little assistance in guiding their own investigations; with the growth of the 
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credentials, methodological empiricists sometimes tended to confuse the 
empirical with the statistical, and frequently neglected those problems that did 
not readily lend themselves to quantification. Yet despite the narrowness of its 
approach, methodological empiricism has made a considerable contribution to 
the advancement of educational research, especially on the problem of schooling 
and social inequality. 


(a) Blau and Duncan, The American Occupational Structure 


One of the most influential studies carried out in the methodological empiricist 
tradition—and one that addressed itself to important substantive as well as 
methodological issues—was Blau and Duncan's book The American Occupational 
Structure (1967). Primarily concerned with the question of occupational 
mobility, the study included considerable material on the role of education in 
the intergenerational transmission of inequality. Its importance resided not only 
in its substantive findings but also in its methodological innovations. In 
particular, an imaginative use of path analysis, which Duncan had introduced to 
the sociological community in a famous 1966 article in the American Journal of 
Sociology, has powerfully influenced subsequent research in the sociology of 
education. 

Blau and Duncan’s statistical methods have been used within a wider 
theoretical framework of evolutionary functionalism. In its Parsonsian form this 
theory postulates a general movement in industrial societies from ‘particularism’ 
to ‘universalism’ with a correlative movement from ‘ascription’ to ‘achievement’. 
In the final chapter of their book Blau and Duncan conclude that there is indeed 
“a fundamental trend towards expanding universalism (which) characterizes 
industrial society” (Blau and Duncan, 1967:429). A careful look at the data, 
however, brings this conclusion seriously into question. If the postulated 
movement were taking place there should be a diminishing correlation over time 
between parental and filial occupational status. Blau and Duncan’s correlations 
with respect to total mobility and using four age cohorts were, however, .384, 
.388, .377, and .380, moving from the oldest to the youngest. Similarly, the 
correlation of the son’s education with the status of his first job would be 
expected to increase over time with the waning of ascription and the waxing of 
achievement. These correlations in fact fluctuate between .557 and .554 for the 


legitimacy of methodological empiricism, they could dispense with theory and get down to the serious 
business of “getting the facts." During this same period, what C. Wright Mills (1959:101—118) has called a 
“bureaucratic ethos” grew up in the sociological community; the state-sponsored research institutes that 
embodied it deeply troubled him, for “they provide employment for semi-skilled technicians on a scale and 
in a manner not known before; they offer to them careers having the security of the older academic life but 
not requiring the older sort of individual accomplishment” (1959:56). One may not fully subscribe to Mills’s 
rather harsh assessment of the consequences of what he referred to as “abstracted empiricism,” but the 
observation that the new research style served the needs of an expanding profession remains a perceptive 
one. 
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two oldest cohorts and .532 and .574 for the youngest (1967:178). The lack of 
any discernible pattern in these figures would seem to cast considerable doubt 
on the thesis of a trend toward universalism. 

Another serious problem with Blau and Duncan’s data, especially with respect to 
the Parsonsian theory of a movement from ascription to achievement, is that they 
do not permit us to measure how much occupational mobility occurs irrespec- 
tive of changes in the occupational structure, i.e., to distinguish between total 
mobility and exchange mobility. The correlations presented above conflate 
exchange mobility with the consequences of a well-known movement in 
occupational structure that has replaced traditional manual with modern 
technical occupations. Unless and until a measure of exchange mobility is 
established we cannot be clear about trends towards ‘achievement’ as characteris- 
tics of modern society.?° 

Alternative evidence for the trend from ascription to achievement is provided 
by Blau and Duncan in their demonstration that family background has no 
significant effect on occupational status independent of educational attainment. 
On the basis of path analysis they conclude that "superior status cannot any 
more be directly inherited but must be legitimated by actual achievements that 
are socially acknowledged" (1967:430). This is an important finding, but it does 
not dispose of the problem. If, as Bourdieu (1973) and other writers suggest, the 
inheritance of status in modern societies takes place through the transmission of 
*cultural capital", then the distinction between ascription and achievement 
becomes a misleading one. With the decline of the family firm, the privileged no 
longer reproduce their positions solely through property but also through the 
acquisition of superior education for their children. Rather than describing this 
process as heightened universalism it would seem more accurate to view it as a 
new mechanism performing the old function of social reproduction. Social 
inheritance, whether through the transmission of property or through the 
transmission of cultural capital, is still social inheritance.?* 


(b) The Coleman Report 


Blau and Duncan's study represents the academic pole of educational research in 
the tradition of methodological empiricism. For an example of a more directly 


25. In his forthcoming contribution to the volume reporting on the British social mobility study of 1972, 
Hope has produced a method of measuring exchange mobility on the basis of which he shows no trend 
towards greater fluidity or openness. His father-son correlations for different cohorts within the 1972 
sample have no secular direction. 

26. See Crowder (1974) for a general critique of Duncan's research on social stratification. Another group 
of researchers who have done important work on education in the tradition of methodological empiricism 
has been centered around William Sewell at the University of Wisconsin (see Sewell and Shah, 1967; Sewell, 
1971; Sewell and Hauser, 1975). Haller and Portes (1973) provide a lucid discussion of the differences, 
which may look rather minor to an outsider, between the Duncan approach and the more social-psychologi- 
cal Sewell approach. For the major work of the Duncan school specifically concerned with education, see 
Duncan et al. (1975). 
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policy-oriented work we may turn to James Coleman’s Equality of Educational 
Opportunity (1966).27 This study was a response to Section 402 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, which ordered the Commissioner for Education to “conduct 
a survey and make a report to the President and the Congress, within two years 
of the enactment of this title, concerning the lack of availability of equal 
educational opportunities for individuals by reasons of race, color, religion, or 
national origin in public educational institutions at all levels in the United 
States." It was widely expected that the study would show glaring inequalities 
between black and white schools and that differential scholastic achievement by 
race could be substantially explained by these differences. The Congressmen 
who sponsored the legislation hoped not only to document these differences in 
order to legitimate massive Federal intervention in ghetto schools, but also to 
determine which school characteristics could be most effectively changed in 
order to improve academic achievement. In a period in which riots in black 
ghettos threatened to unravel the social fabric of American life, continuing 
inequality of educational opportunity was widely held to be intolerable, and the 
Coleman study was designed to help bring it to an end. 

Coleman's findings, most notably that black and white school characteristics 
were surprisingly equal and that school facilities seemed to have relatively little 
effect on student achievement, are now familiar and so, also, is the heated 
political and intellectual controversy that ensued.?? Two features of the study 
and its aftermath are especially worth noting here. On the one hand, the survey 
was conducted in terms of an *'official definition” of the problem of educational 
opportunity; on the other, a new academic definition of the problem was 
afterwards formulated by Coleman himself. The Congressmen who commis- 
sioned the survey suspected that ghetto schools had suffered from inadequate 
expenditures and their preoccupation with this issue meant that the survey 
design reflected the concerns of policy-makers rather than researchers. There were 
thus very little data either on the internal workings of schools or on the 
components of "family background." For this, the collection of qualitative data, 
preferably longitudinal, on interaction in the school and in the family would 
have been necessary. Given the unexpected result that the distribution of 
material resources in the education system itself was fairly equal, the structure 
of the survey did not permit adequate explanation of inequalities of perfor- 
mance between classes and races despite the imaginative analyses of those 
quantifiable variables that had been included. 


27. The British equivalent of the Coleman study, and one that has a remarkably similar flavor, is the 
Plowden Report (Central Advisory Council for Education, 1967). 

28. See, for example, Harvard Educational Review's (Winter 1968) special issue on “Equal Educational 
Opportunity" and the re-analyses of the Coleman data reported in Mosteller and Moynihan (1972). 
Hodgson (1973) provides an illuminating journalistic account of the debate in the United States over 
schooling and inequality. 
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Before turning to Coleman’s redefinition of the problem we must note that 
his data led him to the conclusion that family background was much more 
important than school characteristics in explaining differential achievement 
among school children. This finding permitted an interpretation in terms of the 
theory of cultural deprivation of ghetto families, a formulation that gave 
apparent scientific approval to widespread commonsensical belief and that was 
to guide Federal policy in later years.?? Yet the conclusion that families rather 
than schools are responsible for relative failure does not necessarily follow from 
the data. For there may be something characteristic of all the schools that tends 
to inhibit the academic achievement of poor and black children; the fact that 
differences between schools fail to account for much variation would be decisive 
only if the schools did in fact differ significantly among themselves. That the 
workings of the schools themselves may be a source of inequality of educational 
opportunity is suggested by one of Coleman's findings: the difference between 
minority and majority children increases with time spent in school. It seems 
likely, then, that schools at least reinforce the inferior position of disadvantaged 
children with respect to educational opportunity. In any case, the core of what 
goes on in school can only be grasped by careful observation of the content and 
process of education, and about these Coleman had, of necessity, little to say. 
Even within the constrictions of the “official definition" of the problem of 
educational inequality the findings of the Coleman Report constituted an 
important advance over previous research. They showed the inadequacy of 
attending to the most superficial and visible aspects of schools and therefore 
discredited some of the cruder strategies of educational reform. But what was 
more important was that Coleman's inquiry into the problem of inequality of 
educational opportunity led him to make a crucial distinction between the 
relatively passive notion of equality of opportunity and the more active one of 
equality of results (Coleman, 1968).3° It no longer sufficed simply to offer 
individual children exposure to the schools; what was demanded was the active 
involvement of the school in the provision of equality of outcomes for 
identifiable social groups. This formulation of the question of equality of 
educational opportunity, with its insistence on the primacy of substance rather 
than procedure and of the group rather than the individual, marked a decisive 
advance in American thinking on the subject. At the same time, it should be 
noted, this radical conception of equality of results was in one sense consistent 
with the older liberal notion of equality of opportunity. The distinctive feature 
of the demand for equality of output, its emphasis on groups, meant that a 
proportionate share of blacks, women, and other subordinated groups was to 


29. For critiques of the theory of the culture of poverty, see Valentine (1968) and Leacock (1971). 
30. We regret, however, that Coleman (1975) has recently argued against the utility of this important 
distinction for policy purposes. ЕЕЕ 
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attain “success” in numbers commensurate with their proportions in the 
population. Such an eventuality would, to be sure, produce a dramatic change in 
the distribution of opportunity in America or in any other society, but it would 
not necessarily lead to a reduction in the underlying structure of inequality. 


(c) Christopher Jencks and /nequality 


The distinction between the ideals of mobility and social equality was clearly 
drawn by Michael Young in The Rise of the Meritocracy (1958), but it was not 
until the publication of Christopher Jencks’s Inequality in 1972 that the 
distinction was made part of the conceptual framework of a major methodologi- 
cal empiricist study. Jencks’s concern with the question was a long-standing one 
and was already evident four years earlier in his chapter on “Social Stratification 
and Mass Higher Education” in The Academic Revolution. In it he declared that 
“there seems to be something basically perverse and sadistic in trying to make 
society any more competitive and status conscious than it already is" and 
concluded that *America most needs . . . not more mobility but more equality" 
(Jencks and Riesman, 1968:150). This value position, rather unusual among 
American educational researchers, provided the underlying premise of 
Inequality. 

Jencks himself (1973:138) explains that the origins of the study go back to 
his work in Washington from 1961 to 1967 and his disenchantment with the 
liberal social reform programs of the 1960s. An active participant in public 
policy-making, Jencks concluded that the reformist programs of the New Frontier 
and the Great Society would never be effective in confronting the problem of 
inequality. The reformists’ obsession with education was, Jencks believed, 
ill-suited to the attainment even of the lesser goal of equality of opportunity. In 
1966, at the Institute for Policy Studies, Jencks began work on a book designed 
to show the inadequacy of a reform strategy centered on education. Revealingly 
titled The Limits of Schooling, this was the beginning of a project that 
culminated in the publication of /nequality.?! 

An example of methodological empiricism at its best, Inequality merits 
careful attention for what it can reveal about both the contributions and the 
limitations of this approach. Essentially a continuation of the research by Blau 
and Duncan and by Coleman to which we have referred, the study offers a 
synthesis of existing sources of data on education and inequality. Perhaps its 


31. Money for the project, an indispensable precondition for its realization considering the intricate and 
costly analyses of data carried out, came primarily from the Carnegie Corporation, but support was also 
provided by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the 
Ford and Guggenheim Foundations, and other private and governmental agencies (Jencks et al., 1972:vi). 
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most important contribution was the heavy blow it dealt to any strategy placing 
exclusive reliance on the equalization of education as a means of obtaining either 
equality of opportunity or equality. Scholars familiar with the research of 
Sewell, Blau and Duncan, and other major American contributors to the study 
of education and social stratification were, of course, already aware that schools 
are limited instruments of social reform, but there can be little doubt that 
Jencks’s study did much to disabuse policy-makers and the larger public of the 
notion, recurrent in American history, that educational reform can serve as a 
substitute for more fundamental change. Further, as a description of the 
empirical relations prevailing in America among variables such as family 
background, education, and occupational attainment, /nequality provides a 
statistical portrait that will serve as a foundation for research on the subject for 
years to come.?? Finally, in its explicit raising of the previously submerged issue 
of equality, Jencks’s study has done much to advance the debate, in academic 
and policy circles alike, on education and social class. 

There are, nonetheless, a number of serious problems in /nequality, many of 
them deriving from the book’s polemical purpose. Intent on discrediting 
educational reform as a strategy for equality, Jencks was much concerned to 
show that schooling is a relatively modest determinant of adult success. His 
preferred technique of demonstrating the marginality of schooling in the process 
of social stratification—one that James Coleman (1973:1524) qualifies as the 
“skillful but highly motivated use of statistics"—is to compare the magnitude of 
the variance explained by education with all the unexplained variance. The 
resulting feebleness of education contrasted to the vast extent of the variance 
which remains unaccounted for must seem imposing to the lay reader, but to the 
researcher accustomed to the limited explanatory power of social science 
statistics, many of the relationships seem very substantial indeed. Education, for 
example, shows a correlation of .65 with occupational status (Jencks et al., 
1972:181)—a remarkably high figure, which Jencks (1972:192) attempts to 
de-emphasize by noting that it leaves more than half of the variance unex- 
plained. Jencks himself has, in public discussion of the book, referred to the 
problem of emphasis in interpreting the statistics reported in /nequality as the 
“half glass empty, half glass full" phenomenon, and it is by no means impossible 


32. For technical critiques of /nequality and Jencks's response, see the symposiums in Harvard Educational 
Review (Fall 1973), Sociology of Education (Winter 1973), and The American Educational Research 
Journal (Spring 1974). 

33. Sewell (1973), in a generally sympathetic review of Jencks, takes him to task for an *overconcern with 
R?” (і.с., explained variance) that accounts for his "easy rejection of many relationships that by usual 
standards in quantitative social science would be considered quite important." Jencks, Sewell notes, “really 
comes down to setting a standard that says a causal variable (or set of causal variables) is unimportant if it 
does not explain most of the variance in the dependent variable of interest" (1973:1537). 
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to imagine that someone with a different polemical intention could have used 
the same statistics to put forward a powerful argument about the role of 
education as a determinant of inequality. 

The obsession with “unexplained variance" in /nequality leads Jencks to 
conclude that “luck” is a major source of income inequality. Income, ће 
suggests, depends on chance occurrences such as “whether bad weather destroys 
your strawberry crop, whether the new superhighway has an exit near your 
restaurant, and a hundred other unpredictable accidents” (Jencks et al., 
1972:227). The identification of unexplained variance with “luck” seems a 
peculiar one for a sociologist, but it is a logical result of Jencks’s decision to 
gather data only about individuals. Yet as Boudon (1974b) has argued in a 
review of Jencks, relationships that are objectively indeterminate for the 
individual may be anything but random when viewed from the perspective of 
social structure.?^ The limited but still high correlation of .65 between 
schooling and occupational status may, for example, be partially determined by 
changes in the occupational structure that create a disjuncture between the 
educational system and the world of work. Inequality, through its neglect of 
structural variables, adds the problems of methodological individualism to the 
limitations of methodological empiricism.?5 

One of the most interesting—but also one of the most problematic—aspects of 
Inequality is its effort to measure the magnitude of the effects that would result 
from the equalization of schooling. The characteristic procedure used by Jencks 
to measure the maximum potential effect of a given variable is to hold all other 
variables constant and then to determine how much effect the equalization of 
the variable in question would have on the dependent variable. The nature of 
this procedure is well illustrated by an example Jencks himself uses (1973: 160): 
since the 1940 Census showed that schooling explained 21 per cent of the 
variance in income among men aged 35 to 44, “statistical logic therefore implies 
that reducing the variance in years of schooling could never reduce the variance 


34. For examples of a type of methodological empiricist analysis of education and inequality that does not 
neglect the role of social structure, see Boudon (1973 and 1974a). 

35. Even within the framework of methodological individualism, it is possible to criticize the measures of 
family socioeconomic status (generally a composite measure of parents’ education and father’s occupation) 
used in many of the studies (е.р., Blau and Duncan) upon Which /nequality relies. Muller (1972), in a study 
in a medium-sized German town which includes direct data on brothers, finds that similarities in father's 
education and occupation explain 35 percent of the variance in son's occupational status, but that 
unmeasured “family residual" effects account for an additional 24 percent of the variance in the case of 
brothers (1972:242). What this finding strongly suggests is that there are elements in family background 
that, although they are important in the determination of adult status, are not captured by the usual 
techniques. Bowles (19722), who also suspects that the usual methods of measuring the effects of 
socioeconomic status have the systematic consequence of underestimating them, suggests that the transmis- 
sion of personality attributes, determined in part by parental position in the hierarchy of work relations, is 
an important component of family background. 
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in men’s income more than 21 per cent." This statement, which on the face of it 
seems unimpeachable, actually conceals a number of important assumptions, the 
most crucial one of which is that it is actually possible to manipulate one 
variable without changing the ensemble of relations constituting the totality. Yet 
in the case cited here, it is highly questionable whether the absolute equalization 
of schooling would leave these relations untouched. Equalization of education 
might well upset the legitimating functions of schools and thereby set in motion 
a process that would change the values and relations among other variables, such 
as family background and income, that figure in the equation. At the very least, 
the notion that a change in one variable would leave all other variables except 
the selected “dependent” one unchanged cannot merely be asserted but rather 
needs to be argued on a theoretical level. 

It is illuminating in this regard to examine in greater detail Jencks’s example 
of the effect of absolute equalization of schooling on income. Schools, as Clark 
(1960), Rothbart (1970), and numerous other researchers have documented, 
play a crucial role in legitimating inequality by internalizing failure. The 
structure of the educational system upholds those meritocratic values that 
justify differential rewards, and the separation of the “successful” from the 
“failures” provides daily object lessons in inequality.*° In view of the links 
between the hierarchical character of the educational system and the value 
system that underpins social inequality, is it realistic to assume that the absolute 
equalization of education would have no effects whatsoever on the American 
class structure? Yet that is precisely what is implied by the statistical operations 
in Inequality, which purport to show what effects would be produced by a 
system in which everyone had the same amount of education. Here, as in other 
areas, the absence of a theoretically informed analysis of what goes on in the 
“black box" of schooling is not merely an unfortunate omission, but rather one 
that casts serious doubts on the meaningfulness of many of the statistical 
calculations offered. The effect of an absolute equalization of schooling, 
predicted with quantitative precision by Jencks, is simply not susceptible to 
statistical calculation. 

Jencks’s conclusion that schools are “marginal institutions" in the quest for a 
more egalitarian society is a direct outgrowth of the “black box” view of 
schooling that runs through the pages of /nequality. Admitting that the study 
"ignored not only attitudes and values but the internal life of schools" 
(1972:13), Jencks points to precisely those aspects of the educational system 


36. The finding by Esposito (1973) that placement in a low ‘track’ in school reduces self-esteem is but one 
example of how the operations of the educational system serve to teach the academically unsuccessful that. 
they are deserving of less than a proportional share of society's rewards. For evidence that schools 
differentially socialize students by social origin in a manner that contributes to the reproduction of political 
and social inequality, see Litt (1963) and Steinitz et al. (1973). 
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that implicate it most deeply in the perpetuation of inequality.?? The strategy 
for equality proposed by Jencks, who rightfully points to the economy as a key 
arena of struggle, is mechanistic rather than dialectical in its relegation of schools 
to marginality; central to the socialization of each new generation, schools do 
not turn ‘inputs’ into ‘outputs’ but shape the personalities of those who pass 
through them. Though it brilliantly demolished the peculiarly American myth 
that school reform can serve as a substitute for more fundamental social change, 
Inequality may unfortunately have replaced it with another equally destructive 
myth: that a viable strategy for social equality can afford to ignore the schools. 

Inequality, which provided important but partial insights into the problem of 
schooling and social inequality, reveals some of the limitations of methodologi- 
cal empiricism. Where it lacks theory and is unwilling to venture into "soft" 
areas of social inquiry, methodological empiricism may permit a debatable 
concept of rigor to determine not only the subjects of social science research, 
but also the permissible ways of treating them. There is no harsher critic of this 
point of view than Jencks himself, who wrote with David Riesman in the 
introduction to The Academic Revolution (1968:xv) that "choosing one's 
problems to fit the method and data that happen to be most satisfactory, strikes 
us as an invitation to triviality and ultimately an abdication of social and 
personal responsibility.” 


(d) Action-Research 


Jencks's attack on liberal reformism, Coleman's delineation of the concept of 
equality of results, and Blau and Duncan's emphasis on the distinction between 
the description of mobility and the explanation of status attainment are all 
works in the tradition of methodological empiricism that bear on the theoretical 
and political debate over the liberal conception of equality of opportunity in 
contrast to the socialist conception of equality. In Britain that debate was 
already well advanced in the 1950s, and much if not most of the sociology of 
education was devoted to it. Floud, Halsey, and Martin's Social Class and 
Educational Opportunity (1956) and J.W.B. Douglas's The Home and the School 
(1964) were widely read examples of the “political arithmetic" type of 
methodological empiricism applied critically to one of the crucial features of a 
class society. Similar work was undertaken in France by Girard, and in 
Scandinavia, notably by Husén. In Western Europe as a whole this tradition of 
research may be described politically as radically democratic. It owed little to 


37. See, however, Astin (1970) for a resourceful attempt to provide an input-output model of higher 
education that, despite its “black box” conceptualization of the educational institution, is expressly 
designed to measure the effects of colleges and universities on student values. For a summary of studies of 
college impact, many of which use an input-output model, see Feldman and Newcomb (1969). 
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Marxism, but—in contrast to its American equivalent—was not hostile to it. Its 
origins lay in liberal democratic thought and its commitment was towards 
making a reality of the idea of the Welfare State. Though it began as the mostly 
unaided work of individual scholars, it soon attracted the help of research 
councils, governments, and such international agencies as the Organization for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (O.E.C.D.). Its further development in 
the 1960s and 1970s has been accompanied by additional state support and by 
increasingly sharp radicalism, of which Byrne et al.’s (1975) work is an 
admirable example. 

Another line of descent runs through Michael Young’s hypothetical and 
ironical analysis of the meritocracy thesis and his influence on the British 
Plowden Report. It is developed further as a social science method in the 
action-research program carried out by Halsey and his associates in “educational 
priority areas.”38 This work is also an example of governmental sponsorship of 
educational research informed by the political principle of “positive discrimina- 
tion” and by the method of action-research. In this case, methodological 
empiricism is carried into the realm of quasi-experiment. Even more noteworthy, 
however, is the explicit value commitment of this officially sponsored and 
published research. Halsey and his colleagues based their recommendations for 
policy on research experience over three years in four socially deprived districts. 
But they also relied on general political and social priorities, which they did not 
try to disguise. It follows, as they stated, that their “recommendations are 
neither the conclusive authority of social science nor beyond challenge on 
political and social grounds” (Halsey 1972:179). 

Action in slum schools and their neighborhoods was undertaken with extra 
funds provided by the state, and research monitoring was built into the process. 
Under such circumstances the tension between government and social science 
interests is likely to become manifest. More particularly, the E.P.A. researchers 
concluded that the traditional separation of action and research into separate 
activities with separate ideologies is in part responsible for the widespread 
confusion over the nature of action-research. “Obviously there is no automatic 
identity of interest between the two spheres though it may be that the 
differences have been overemphasized. There has been a tendency to see facts 
and values as different social objects with different procedures of investigation 
necessary to each. This approach cannot be sustained: social science which is to 
be significant must be value-based. It cannot be a value-free collection of facts. 
The action-research context exposes this truth—perhaps unpleasantly. A realistic 


38. These studies are reported generally in A.H. Halsey (1972). Further analyses and case studies are 
contained in John Payne, E.P.A. Surveys and Statistics, Vol. 2; J.A. Barnes, ed., Curriculum Innovation in 
London's E.P.A.s, Vol. 3; George Smith, ed., E.P.A.: The West Riding Project, Vol. 4; and Charles M. 
Morrison, E.P.A.: A Scottish Study, Vol. 5. All these volumes are published by H.M.S.O., London. 
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view of both action and research reduces the difference between them and casts 
doubt on the validity of the pure models of the planning or the research 
approach. Variables are difficult if not impossible to control fully in practice and 
results depend heavily on the particular local context of action. . . . The 
co-operation of research in policy formation has to develop ‘organically’ rather 
than ‘mechanically’. Action-research is unlikely ever to yield neat and definite 
prescriptions from field-tested plans. What it offers is an aid to intelligent 
decision-making not a substitute for it. Research brings relevant information 
rather than uniquely exclusive conclusions” (Halsey, 1972:178). 

Explicit recognition of the political character of social science research—as 
well as a clear awareness of the interest of state policy-makers in its findings—is, 
we suggest, a necessary development if social science is to retain its commitment 
to the quest for knowledge while at the same time continuing to negotiate public 
support. The difficulties of that negotiation, which have been raised with 
particular sharpness by the experience of action-research, become even more 
apparent when we now consider the conflict theories of education that have 
recently bid for attention. 


CONFLICT THEORIES OF EDUCATION 


The long roots of conflict theory lie in the works of Marx and Weber, but the 
contemporary branches are tangled. Thus Gouldner and Bowles are clearly 
influenced by Parsons, however much they disagree with him, while writers like 
Bernstein in England or Bourdieu in France draw from both Marxist and 
functionalist traditions, owing in both cases more to Durkheim than to Marx. In 
the 1950s conflict theory was relatively dormant outside orthodox Marxist 
circles, though the writings of C.Wright Mills (1956;1959) in America, Norman 
Birnbaum (1953) and David Lockwood (1956) in England, and Ralf Dahrendorf 
(1959) in Germany helped to keep it alive through criticism of both Parsonsian 
functionalism and Marx. Max Gluckman (1955), influenced by Georg Simmel 
among others, also contributed to conflict theory within the functionalist 
framework classically formulated by Radcliffe-Brown. Two of Gluckman’s 
students, Hargreaves (1967) and Lacey (1970), were among the first to 
undertake studies of schools using a combined functionalist and conflict 
framework in the 1960s. 

However, taking our view that sociology has been influenced more by its 
social context than by any "inner logic” of the development of the discipline, 
we would expect that, just as technological functionalism seems to fit the social 
conditions of the 1950s, conflict theory was likely to have come into greater 
prominence in the 1960s. For if social stability was the dominant mood of the 
1950s, change and upheaval expressed the spirit of the 1960s. The political 
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world of Eisenhower in America, Macmillan in England, and Adenauer in West 
Germany stands in marked contrast to that of the decade before the one in 
which we write. During the 1960s there was a sharpening of antagonism between 
classes, races, and nations that seems to have marked off a new generation with a 
dramatically different social and political outlook. We would expect, in 
particular, that the rise of a New Left movement that was disproportionately 
active in those universities that are preeminent in social scientific research would 
give added impetus to the development of conflict theory.?? 

The idea that social theories change in response to underlying social 
conditions would seem to be a reasonable—if not indeed a banal—assertion, but 
it has met with considerable resistance from social theorists themselves. The 
reason may be that an admission that external factors can influence the work of 
a social researcher would seem to bring into question the scientific character of 
his work. For science, after all, is governed by the canons of logic and evidence, 
and it is comforting for social scientists to believe that such factors as 
contradictions between new data and old theories are the motor force of 
progress. Such contradictions do obviously occur from time to time, and the 
changes that result take place on what Gouldner (1971:387) calls the “techni- 
cal" level of social theory. This is the internal, scientific side of social research 
with which everyone is familiar, and it is the face that social scientists tend to 
put forward both to the public and to themselves. But there is also another level 
of social theory, one that is less known and less formal. This is what Gouldner 
calls the “infrastructure” of social theory, and it is composed of “the senti- 
ments, the domain assumptions, the conceptions of reality accented by personal 
experience" that “constitute its individual and social grounding” (1971:29–49, 
396-397). 

It is a matter of debate which of these two levels predominates in explaining 
changes in social theory, but a strong case can be put forward that “infrastruc- 
ture” is primary.^? Friedrichs (1970:290-291), in a formulation similar to 
Gouldner’s, argues that there are two paradigmatic levels in research in the social 
sciences, and that the paradigms characteristic of the conventionally scientific 
level emphasized by observers such as Kuhn are actually subordinate to a more 
primary level. This more fundamental level of social science paradigms includes 
the researcher, his activity, and his self-image as part of the subject matter of the 


39. For a general discussion of the New Left and social theory, see Gouldner (1971:396—410). 

40. Gouldner, after an intensive examination of functionalism, concludes that changes took place largely 
for reasons external to both the theory and the research of sociology (1971:370). In a more general 
formulation, Gouldner declares that “the most basic changes in any science commonly derive not so much 
from the invention of new research techniques but rather from new ways of looking at data that may have 
long existed" (1971:34). The core of the conflict theory of education, which has relied largely on data 
generated by technological functionalism and methodological empiricism while radically reinterpreting 
them, would tend to support Gouldner's hypothesis. 
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discipline. Seen in this light, functionalism grows out of a prior value commit- 
ment to the image of the social scientist as value-free while conflict theory 
emerges from a prior self-conception of the researcher as engagé. 

The disproportionate acceptance of conflict theory by young researchers 
suggests that generational factors were at work in the undermining of func- 
tionalist theory. Mannheim (1952:291), in a classical essay on “The Sociological 
Problem of Generations," points out that individuals in the same age group share 
a “common location in the social and historical process,” which limits them “to 
a specific range of potential experience" and predisposes them to a “certain 
characteristic type of historically relevant action." Their common location, 
socially and temporally, “excludes a large number of possible modes of thought, 
experience, feeling, and action" (the "negative delimitation"), but it also has the 
positive effect of “pointing towards certain definite modes of behavior, feeling, 
and thought." Without interpreting Mannheim's schema in an excessively 
deterministic fashion (which would, in any case, be contrary to the subtlety of 
his formulation), it would seem possible to view functionalist theory as among 
those characteristic patterns of thought more or less excluded by the genera- 
tional experience of those researchers who came of age in the late 1960s and 
conflict theory as an alternative framework suggested by the experience of 
student radicalism. 

If social theories do indeed change partially in response to contradictions 
between their technical level and their "infrastructure," it is appropriate here to 
attempt to identify those generationally linked factors that provided the social 
basis for the shift in educational research toward conflict theory. Prominent 
among these factors, at least in the United States, was surely the incompatibility 
of the New Left advocacy of active engagement with the traditional appeal to 
neutrality and detachment characteristic of much of the functionalist and 
methodological empiricist work of their elders. The version of “technological 
functionalism" that dominated theoretically informed educational research in 
the 1950s was particularly ill-suited to appeal to New Left sociologists whose 
anti-hierarchical impulse led them to doubt *'technicist" explanations of the 
necessity of educational and social stratification. Further, the absence of conflict 
in functionalist theory corresponded neither to the personal lives of New Leftists 
nor to the events occurring in the society around them. And methodological 
empiricism, perceived as being intimately involved in the policy-making process 
of the Welfare State, could also be dismissed. The humanistic yearnings of the 
New Leftists could find little satisfaction by joining the quest for quantification. 
Finally, neither functionalism nor methodological empiricism seemed capable of 
explaining a subject of vital interest to radical researchers—why the New Left 
movement of which they themselves were a part had emerged in the 1960s.^! 


41. One of the earliest published works of Gintis (1970), a leading proponent of the conflict theory of 
education, was concerned with explaining the emergence of the New Left. Other analyses of the student 
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Among those who went on to careers in the teaching of sociology and 
research in education there was a renewed advocacy of active engagement against 
the traditional appeal to neutrality and detachment. An evil world needed 
change, not merely understanding. Second, there was a yearning for theory in 
the sense of powerful and holistic principles capable of interpreting the 
complexity of a world that seemed everywhere to fail to realize its declared 
ideals. The availability of Marx and Weber ^? provided a rich source of 
inspiration different from the technological functionalism and methodological 
empiricism that had previously established themselves in the professional 
mainstream of sociology. 


(a) Neo-Weberian Conflict Theory 


A researcher following the Weberian route to a conflict theory of education is 
Randall Collins (1971; 1974). In an explicit attack on the functionalist theory of 
educational stratification, he argues that the expansion of the American 
educational system reflects less the growing technical needs of the economy than 
the effects of competing “status groups” for wealth, power, and prestige. 
Collins’s concept of status groups is, of course, derived from Max Weber’s 
classical essay “Class, Status, and Party.” “Тһе main activity of schools,” Collins 
writes, is *to teach particular status cultures, both in and outside the class- 
room.” From this perspective, it is not important for schools to impart 

technical knowledge, but they must inculcate “vocabulary and inflection, styles 
of dress, aesthetic tastes, values and manners” (1971:1010). 

Collins’s view of the empirical literature bearing on the technical-function 
theory of education, though debatable,** clearly suggests that factors other than 
technological necessity have been at work in the rapid growth of school systems. 
To explore these other factors Collins looks to Weber and especially to his view 
that power is the crucial variable in the setting of educational requirements. In 
contrast to functionalists, Weber sees conflicting interests rather than “systemic 
needs” as shaping the educational system. His essay on “The Rationalization of 


movement influenced by conflict theory, particularly in its neo-Marxist form, are offered by Touraine 
(1971), Flacks (1970; 1971), and Miles (1971; 1974). See Keniston (1968; 1971) for a liberal social 
psychological view and Aron (1969) and Shils (1969) for more conservative perspectives. 

42. Another factor to be considered in the return to Marx and Weber is that the fragility of the intellectual 
and career position of non-orthodox students of education may have led them to look to the classical 
tradition in social theory as a source of legitimation for their own viewpoints. 

43. Collins himself admits that evidence on the technical need for upgraded educational requirements 
within job categories is inadequate. Further, it is questionable whether the technical-function theory of 
education necessarily leads to the expectation that more educated workers will show greater productivity 
on a given job. It is entirely possible, for example, that “overeducated” workers in relatively low-status jobs 
are in those jobs precisely because they are uncharacteristically unproductive for workers of their 
educational attainment. More relevant to the technical-function theory is whether a certain educational 
level is a virtual precondition for the capacity to perform given jobs at all. 
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Education and Training" makes clear how interests penetrate the educational 
system, for even “educational ideals” as apparently detached as that of the 
“cultivated man” are “stamped by the structure of domination and by the social 
conditions for membership in the ruling stratum” (Weber, 1972:228). Similarly, 
in his essay on “The Chinese Literati” Weber noted that the nature of the 
“cultivated man" characteristic of Confucian education ultimately “depends on 
the decisive stratum’s respective ideal of cultivation” (Weber, 1972:234). Thus 
the Weberian perspective emphasizes the power of dominant groups to shape the 
schools arbitrarily to their own purposes. Since group interests are at stake in the 
determination of the ideals that govern a school system, the process of imposing 
a given definition is inherently one of potential conflict. 

To explain the rapid escalation of educational requirements, Collins 
(1974:421) draws from Weber the notion that education serves to reinforce 
“status cultures" by identifying “insiders” and posing barriers to “‘outsiders.”” 
The center of this status-based conflict over education lies in the labor market 
where organizations use educational requirements to allocate people to jobs with 
varying rewards. Seen in this light, struggles over educational requirements are 
often, in the end, conflicts between superordinate groups trying to monopolize 
positions of privilege and subordinate groups trying to gain access to them. As 
superior status groups raise educational requirements higher so as to reinforce 
their privileged position, groups of lower social status demand access to more 
education. There ensues an educational spiral that, rather than technical 
change, is most responsible for the rapidity of educational expansion. 

Collins’s theory of educational stratification inevitably directs him to examine 
the “black box” of schooling. For if schools teach not technical skills, but status 
cultures, it is important to identify the character of these cultures and the 
process by which they are transmitted. Unfortunately, however, Collins does not 
have direct empirical evidence on the internal workings of schools. But he does 
have data on the relationship between organizational characteristics and 
educational requirements. The general conclusion he draws from his analysis of 
309 organizations in the San Francisco area is that those firms wishing to 
exercise a high degree of normative control over their employees were the ones 
most likely to have high educational requirements" (Collins, 1974). What this 
implies is that organizations look to the schools to provide them with workers 
who have internalized the goals of the firm; technical training seems, in 
comparison, a relatively minor matter. If true, this points to the educational 
system as a crucial agent in the differential socialization of school children by 
status groups of origin. This theory deserves empirical test. 


44. Collins (1974:440) admits, however, that his measure of the effects of technological change on changes 
in the educational requirements of organizations is a rather weak one. 
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(b) Neo-Marxist Conflict Theory 


Again following Weber, Collins places substantial emphasis on the autonomy of 
cultural and “‘life-style” factors in the development of group consciousness. The 
interpretation of Weberian stratification theory is, of course, an unsettled 
debate, especially with regard to the relation between class and status. Marxists 
heavily underline Weber’s view of status as ultimately dependent on class. 
Bowles and Gintis are contemporary Marxists who begin from this standpoint in 
the elaboration of a conflict theory of education. They look first to the 
character of the forces and social relations of production for a key to the 
analysis of education systems. The social relations of production, which under 
capitalism are held to be based on the prevailing system of private property, are 
of particular interest to Bowles and Gintis for it is these social relations that are 
at the root of the “hierarchical division of labor." Much of their work is devoted 
to showing that the educational system is a crucial element in the reproduction 
of a division of labor that is itself largely a reflection of the hegemony of the 
capitalist с1а55.4 The dominance of the capitalist class is not, however, 
uncontested, and the centrality of the educational system in reproducing a 
system of inequality favorable to capitalist interests makes the schools an arena 
of class conflict. As Marxists, Bowles and Gintis believe that it is impossible to 
understand the workings of the educational system independently of an analysis 
of the class structure in which it is embedded. 

The nexus linking the three institutions of family, work, and school provides 
the underlying framework of Bowles and Gintis’s theory of the role of education 
in the reproduction of the social division of labor (Bowles, 1971a, and Bowles 
and Gintis, 1972). The workplace is considered to be the ultimately decisive 
member of this institutional triumvirate. Citing evidence from Melvin Kohn’s 
(1969) research on social class and parental values, Bowles and Gintis point to 
position in the authority structure at the workplace as the source of differing 
values constitutive of class sub-cultures. Kohn describes this difference as one of 
middle-class *self-direction" and working-class “conformity,” but Bowles and 
Gintis prefer to look at the values of the middle class as “internalized norms" 


45. The role of the educational system in the reproduction of the division of labor is the subject of much 
discussion in France. Althusser (1972) provides a theoretical analysis of the role of schools as “ideological 
state apparatuses” in the perpetuation of capitalist hegemony. Baudelot and Estaplet's L'école capitaliste en 
France (1973) constitutes an important and empirically informed Marxist effort to understand the role of 
education as an agent of social reproduction, but it is somewhat marred by the crudeness of the 
dichotomous model of social class (the bourgeoisie vs. the proletariat) that is its theoretical base. Bourdieu 
and Passeron's La reproduction (1970), a widely discussed theoretical analysis of the reproductive function 
of schools, is not, properly speaking, a conflict theory of education at all, for its scheme leaves no room for 
working-class resistance to the cultural hegemony of the bourgeoisie. Often erroneously viewed as a Marxist 
in the Anglo-Saxon world, Bourdieu is better understood as a sociologist of philosophical formation deeply 
influenced by French structuralism and by the works of Max Weber and Émile Durkheim. 


34 KARABEL AND HALSEY 


reflecting the demands of their positions in the hierarchy of production.*® 
Membership in these sub-cultures serves to provide children of varying social 
class backgrounds with values and personality traits appropriate to future 
positions in the hierarchical division of labor roughly commensurate with their 
social origins. The educational system, both through class-linked inequality of 
academic success and through differential socialization by social class, reinforces 
inequalities based on the production process (Bowles, 197 1a). 

Bowles and Gintis have also carried conflict theory into an area of acute 
ideological controversy in education—the Intelligence Quotient (1.0.) and the 
explanation of class and racial inequalities. In an attack on what they call the 
“technocratic-meritocratic” view of the hierarchical division of labor (1972), 
they argue that cognitive abilities as measured by І.О. are not a crucial 
determinant of economic success. In opposition to genetic explanations of social 
inequality such as those of Jensen (1969), Herrnstein (1971), and Eysenck 
(1971), they present an analysis to show that the role of І.О. in the intergenera- 
tional transmission of inequality is, at least in the United States, quite trivial. 

If individual I.Q. scores do not explain social inequality, what does in fact 
explain the reproduction of hierarchical division of labor? Bowles and Gintis 
(1972), following the logic of a Marxist approach to the study of education, 
propose a “correspondence principle” between schooling and the social relations 
of production as a key element in the transmission of inequality. An example of 
“correspondence” between the character of the workplace and that of the 
school would be that pay is an incentive in the former and examination grades in 
the latter, the external character of both sets of rewards reflecting the absence of 
intrinsic satisfaction involved in work and study, respectively. There are many 
such parallels between school and work, but those that exist universally can 
obviously do little to explain the intergenerational reproduction of inequality. 
For this, it is necessary to analyze differential treatment of students by social 
class origin. Differential academic achievement is one element of class 
reproduction, but the thrust of Bowles and Gintis’s argument is that cognitive 
factors play quite a minor role in the allocation of individuals to positions in the 
class structure. More important are the non-cognitive personality factors that are 
necessary for the proper performance of tasks at a given level in the hierarchy of 
the social relations of production (Gintis, 1971a). Schools, which treat students 
of varying social origins differently, reinforce those class-based personality traits 
that, much more than cognitive differences, explain why the children of the 
privileged tend to occupy the higher positions in the social division of labor. 

The Marxist formulation of the problem of schooling and inequality differs 
radically from the functionalist theory of educational stratification. While some 


46, See Bowles and Gintis’s Schooling in Capitalist America (1976). 
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functionalists, for example, may take for granted that the superior technical 
knowledge of the highly schooled is responsible for their higher earnings, 
Marxist-oriented conflict theorists conclude that cognitive differences offer at 
best only a partial explanation for their visibly superior status, and point instead 
to personality factors. It is also possible to argue that where functionalists have 
provided a description of the relations existing between the educational system 
and other social institutions, conflict theorists have put forward an explanation 
of why these relations exist and how they change over time." Moreover, where 
functionalists have tended to look at the socialization process as one of those 
common values that hold a society together, neo-Marxists and neo-Weberians 
have examined the interests that underlie these values and have noted that 
socialization differs systematically by social class. Finally, where functionalists 
have often viewed the educational system as offering opportunities for mobility 
for individuals, conflict theorists have generally stressed the role of education in 
maintaining a system of structured social inequality. 

Despite the differences between functionalist and Marxist theories of 
education, these theories generally rely on the same empirical sources. Bowles 
(1971a), for example, in attempting to adduce evidence for his thesis that the 
educational system tends to reproduce inequality across generations, cites such 
staples of functionalism and methodological empiricism as the United States 
Bureau of the Census, Project TALENT, the Coleman Report, and Blau and 
Duncan. Gintis, himself a member of the team that produced /nequality, uses 
data gathered by the National Opinion Research Center as the basis for his joint 
attack with Bowles on *I.Q.-ism." Conflict theorists have, to be sure, also 
attempted to gather new data on such questions as the relationship between 
personality traits and productivity and the correspondence between class of 
origin and type of school socialization. But these bodies of data, which generally 
remain inadequate, were gathered after the foundations of the conflict approach 
had already been laid. The rise of the conflict theory of education may, in short, 
have provided a stimulus for the accumulation of new data, but both neo- 
Weberian and neo-Marxist approaches emerged as a result of new ways of 
looking at old data. 

Conflict theory is extending its influence among educational researchers. A 
favorable social context encouraged the emergence of radical academic journals 
such as the Review of Radical Political Economics, Politics and Society, and The 
Insurgent Sociologist, which disseminated the views of conflict theorists as a 
recognizable school of thought. Partly through the accumulation of evidence and 
partly through mutual citation, conflict theorists have developed a view of 


47. The attempt to explain the structural basis of educational inequality is common to all conflict 
theorists, from neo-Weberians such as Collins to neo-Marxists such as Bowles and Gintis, Karabel (1972), 
and Carnoy (1974). 
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education that constitutes a comprehensive alternative to both functionalism 
and methodological empiricism and that has made inroads into undergraduate 
curricula and doctoral programs in the economics and sociology of education. 
Conflict theory, to be sure, has hardly become the dominant approach to 
educational research, but the fact that articles expressing avowedly Marxist views 
now occasionally find their way into the pages of such traditional academic 
journals as the American Economic Review and the Journal of Political 
Economy shows its growing respectability. Though proponents of the more 
political versions of conflict theory may be at a disadvantage in the academic 
market place, a “critical mass" of teachers and researchers capable of assuring 
the future of neo-Marxist approaches to the study of education seems now to 
exist. 

One rarely cited element in the rise of conflict theory is that its proponents 
too have benefited from the largesse of the funding agencies of the Welfare 
State. Collins’s research, for example, was supported by grants from the 
Department of Labor and the Office of Education, and Bowles and Gintis’s by 
the Ford Foundation. Such examples leave open the question whether radical 
social scientists face special problems in obtaining funds,*® but they do dispose 
of the simplistic assumption that “establishment” sources are uniformly hostile 
to research proposals that do not reflect the preferences of state administrators 
for policy-oriented investigations. Moreover, the work of Bowles and Gintis in 
particular serves to guard against over-simple interpretation of the categories we 
have been employing in describing the different schools of thought. There are 
many elements of functionalism in their writing and, partly because of their 
origins as economists, they use sophisticated statistical techniques (for example, 
in their analysis of the relation between intelligence and occupational status). 

The larger question raised by the resources which government agencies and 
private foundations provide for conflict theorists is whether, as suggested by 
Gouldner, such a funding pattern distorts the quest for knowledge. This is a 
difficult problem to resolve, but there is no prima facie reason to believe that 
conflict theorists would be immune to such distortion. And indeed there are 
grounds for suspecting that they too are susceptible to the subtle temptations 
involved in drawing up proposals designed to appeal to the preferences of those 
who control contested research funds. 

Yet despite the dangers that government funding poses to the integrity of the 
research of conflict theorists, there are factors tending to mitigate the particular 


48. Whether there is discrimination against radicals in the allocation of research monies is an empirical 
question. An ideal study would examine not only whether radical proposals were disproportionately 
rejected by funding agencies, but also whether left-wing researchers hesitate to apply for funds. It would 
further investigate whether dissenting social scientists subtly change their formulation of a particular 
problem so as to make it conform with the prevailing models of social science research. 
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distortions arising from “establishment” support. The first of these is that many 
scholars of diverse political persuasions pursue their research with no funding 
whatsoever. With a plethora of data already available, conflict theorists often 
have no need for new evidence. Instead, by relying on existing figures, they can 
often put forward radically new syntheses. Second, Weberian and Marxist 
versions of conflict theory provide researchers with important internal criteria of 
what constitutes priority in research. Third, the dissenting character of conflict 
theory is likely to make its adherents highly conscious of the distorting effects 
of state sponsorship on research. If an awareness of the impact of social context 
on the character of research is the mark of the discerning social scientist, then 
the Marxist, well attuned to the interests underlying various ideologies, should 
be (at least in a non-communist country) the very model of self-consciousness. 

But however well-insulated he may be from the deformations induced by 
proximity to dominant social institutions, the Marxist, like other human agents, 
is not exempt from ideological distortions. If relatively deaf to the blandish- 
ments of the Welfare State, the Marxist listens attentively to what he takes to be 
the demands of the proletariat. From the Marxist perspective, there can be little 
doubt about the social character of educational research—it is, as Althusser 
(1972) would say, an element of an ideological battle, which is in turn part of 
the larger class struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. For the 
Marxist, then, research is a form of praxis. 

If the socially-induced distortions of the conservative educational researcher 
derive from his nearness to the elite, the factor most threatening to the Marxist’s 
quest for knowledge is his commitment to the working class. Both commit- 
ments can be sources of insights, but subordinated social groups do not have the 
power to impose their version of educational research through control of purse 
strings. The distorting influence of social context on Marxist researchers in the 
West is thus typically of a different nature from that affecting functionalists or 
methodological empiricists. 

Where Marxist formulations go beyond existing empirical evidence, we would 
expect them to put forward interpretations legitimating egalitarian claims. Even 
Bowles and Gintis, though among the more sophisticated of educational 
researchers, are not immune to the tendency to put forward as established 
scientific fact propositions that are only equivocally supported by available 
evidence. An example appears in their attempt to demonstrate that greater 
workers’ control in industry leads to higher productivity—a proposition that, 
given their correspondence theory of the relationship between hierarchy in 


49. The classical Marxist position is that commitment to the working class is illuminating rather than 
distorting because the proletariat is the universal class. For perhaps the most sophisticated presentation of 
this argument see Lukacs's History and Class Consciousness (1971). 
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schooling and hierarchy in the economy, is an important part of their argument 
for educational equality. 

While Bowles and Gintis cite considerable evidence in support of their belief 
in workers’ control, their insistence that hierarchy leads to inefficiency meets 
the difficult question of why, especially in the framework of their theory of an 
economy dominated by profit-maximizing, an enterprise obstinately insists on 
perpetuating a work organization that does not maximize output. Their answer 
is that capitalist firms recognize that greater worker participation, though more 
efficient, would inevitably lead to an assault on the control mechanisms of the 
capitalist system itself. But the problem with this answer is that a single 
capitalist who, behaving in accord with the self-interest attributed to him by 
Marxist theory, put his private interests above those of the capitalist class as a 
whole would thereby effectively undermine the united front against workers’ 
control. If less hierarchy at the workplace did, indeed, lead to greater efficiency, 
the profit-maximizing capitalist would increase worker participation so as to 
raise productivity and thus gain a competitive edge over his rivals. Logically, 
only a remarkably class-conscious and monolithic capitalist class could prevent 
the emergence of such an avant-garde property owner who, in the pursuit of his 
individual interests, reduced hierarchy at the workplace. Bowles and Gintis do 
not, however, present any serious evidence that the capitalist class is either 
sufficiently class-conscious or sufficiently unified to prevent this outcome. If 
capitalists have not reduced the hierarchy of work organization in order to raise 
productivity, the reason may be less that they are fearful of their survival than 
that their time-and-motion studies tell them that greater worker participation 
has equivocal effects on productivity. It may be gratifying to the New Left 
Marxist to believe that workers’ control would release the fettered “forces of 
production,” but the behavior of capitalists suggests that the relationship 
between hierarchy and efficiency may be more complex than one would gather 
from Bowles and Gintis's review of the evidence.5? 


50. Gintis (1975), however, in an elaborate neo-Marxist analysis of the firm, maintains that workers’ 
self-management is incompatible with the system of control in the individual enterprise, which, he argues, is 
designed to resolve the problem of extracting labor from labor power (see also Bowles and Gintis, 19752). 
Bowles and Gintis's general argument that the hierarchical division of labor takes form within a given 
structure of class domination is doubtless correct, but this does not necessarily mean, as Marx points out 
in Capital, that all hierarchy at the workplace derives from the social rather than the technical division of 
labor. As for their emphasis on the primacy of non-cognitive traits, a careful examination of one of the key 
empirical studies upon which it is based, a doctoral thesis by Edwards (1972), reveals that the correlation 
between personality traits and position in the hierarchy of production is actually rather weak. Similarly, the 
centerpiece of their argument that position in the hierarchical division of labor determines family values, 
the study by Kohn (1969), shows quite modest correlations. Bowles and Gintis’s theories of class 
reproduction and of the nature of the relationship between what is taught in school and what is useful in 
the production process are highly provocative, but an assessment of their validity would be premature. 
Their formulations are, however, susceptible to empirical test, and it is hoped that researchers will, over the 
next few years, conduct studies informed by Bowles and Gintis’s larger theoretical concerns. 
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A theme that runs throughout Bowles and Gintis’s work is the attribution of 
unequal education and the hierarchical division of labor to capitalism. Bowles 
(1971а) argues that educational inequalities are best seen as part of the web of 
capitalist society and therefore likely to persist as long as capitalism survives. Yet 
Bowles and Gintis are well aware of the hierarchical character of schooling and 
work in socialist societies such as the Soviet Union and often make passing 
remarks to that effect.5! Their work is, to be sure, primarily concerned with the 
educational system of the United States, and it is impossible to understand the 
peculiar form that educational inequality takes in America without making 
repeated references to capitalist institutions. Yet the identification of hierarchy 
in school and work with capitalism is, even in the United States, a vast 
oversimplification, for the roots of inequality extend far beyond private 
ownership of the means of production to the division of labor itself.5? This 
division of labor is, in the West, set within a capitalist framework, but an equally 
hierarchical organization of work is, as Bowles and Gintis know, perfectly 
compatible with Soviet-style socialism. Educational inequality may, as Bowles 
suggests, persist as long as capitalism survives, but the abolition of capitalism 
would hardly assure the emergence of a non-hierarchical school system. Bowles 
and Gintis are quite conscious of this possibility, but the rhetoric of their work, 
which is designed to de-legitimate the existing educational system, lends itself to 
crude equations of hierarchy with capitalism. Though there can be no question 
about Bowles and Gintis’s position if they are read carefully, their manner of 
presenting their theory of correspondence between the economy and the 
educational system could mislead the reader into concluding that a hierarchical 
educational system could not survive the destruction of capitalism. 

One of the strengths of the neo-Marxist analysis of education under capitalism 


51. In “1.0. in the Class Structure” (1972), for example, Bowles and Gintis observe in a footnote that state 
socialist countries have a “hierarchy of production” similar to the ones found under capitalism. In the final 
chapter of their recent book (1976:266), they advocate a form of “revolutionary socialism" that goes “far 
beyond the achievement of the Soviet Union and countries of Eastern Europe." “These countries have,” in 
their view, “abolished private ownership of the means of production, while replicating the relations of 
control, dominance and subordination characteristic of capitalism.” For an analysis of the problems that 
have been encountered in the attempt to construct a socialist educational system in Cuba, see Bowles 
(1971b). 

52. The logic of Bowles and Gintis’s approach, which emphasizes that different systems of ownership of 
the means of production can be characterized by similar social relations of production, leads to the 
conclusion that a hierarchical organization of the workplace can be a source of cultural and educational 
inequality under both capitalism and socialism. Bowles himself (1971a:30) comes to virtually the same 
position when he writes that educational inequality will be built into American society “as long as the 
social division of labor persists,” but generally prefers to point to capitalism as the structural base of 
inequality. A theoretical formulation that unambiguously directs attention to the hierarchical division of 
labor itself, even in its socialist form, as the foundation of inequality is offered by the extreme left Il 
Manifesto group of Italy (see Rossanda et al., 1970). Deeply influenced by Maoist thought, members of Il 
Manifesto are highly critical of Soviet Marxism, which in their view emphasizes “expertise” at the expense 
of “redness” and reproduces essentially capitalistic forms of inequality. 
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is that its theoretical framework is quite applicable to the study of socialist 
educational systems. Some researchers may hesitate to engage in such studies, 
for they would present troubling political and intellectual difficulties, but a case 
could be made that Bowles's theory of “correspondence” and Bourdieu's theory 
of “cultural capital” are more suited to the Soviet Union than to the United 
States and France. Where, for example, is the relationship between the economy 
and the schools less mediated than in the U.S.S.R., which has an explicit policy 
of manpower planning? Similarly, where is the correspondence principle more 
clearly exemplified than in the changes of educational policy that follow from 
changes in production strategies in a revolutionary socialist society such as 
Cuba?5? And where does cultural capital play a greater role in the transmission 
of inequality than in those societies that have abolished private ownership of the 
means of production?5^ In short, whether one refers to the subordination of 
schools to the economy or to the cultural reproduction function of the 
educational system, much of the analysis of radical educational researchers is at 
least as applicable to socialist societies as it is to the capitalist countries upon 
which they focus their attention. 


(c) The Problem of Educational Change 


In an effort to show the role of the educational system in the reproduction of 
social inequality, neo-Marxists propose a theoretical framework that suggests a 
virtually “perfect fit? between schooling and other major social institutions 
(Lopate, 1974).55 There is a tidiness about the family-school-work triumvirate 
that in the neo-Marxist view serves to transmit inequality from generation to 
generation, but the process seems to work so smoothly and is based upon such 
an imposing system of domination that one must wonder how it is that 


53. Carnoy and Werthein (1977) offer a detailed study of Cuban educational reform that shows how the 
theoretical framework of correspondence illuminates not only the changes deriving from the transition 
from capitalism to socialism, but also the reforms taking place after the introduction of socialism. 

54. Yanowitch and Dodge (1968) and Dobson (1977) provide detailed empirical evidence showing 
considerable cultural reproduction through education in the Soviet Union via the superior opportunities for 
higher education enjoyed by the children of the intelligentsia. China, however, presents a strikingly 
different situation in that it is self-consciously trying to avoid establishing a Russian-style "bourgeois" 
educational system whose hierarchical character would lend itself to analysis based on the theoretical 
framework neo-Marxists use to criticize inegalitarian systems under capitalism. See Bastid (1970) and Nee 
(1969) for studies of educational reform during the Chinese Cultural Revolution. 

55. In many Ways, the intricate and harmonious relations obtaining between education and other social 
institutions in Bowles and Gintis's work recall some of the more elegant functionalist formulations. A major 
difference between the two theories is, however, that while the Marxist and the functionalist may agree on 
the “functions” performed by the educational system (e.g., Bowles and Gintis favorably cite Parsons), the 
functionalist tends to see them as serving the general interests of society as a whole whereas the Marxist 
views them as serving the particular interests of the capitalist class. 
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educational change ever takes place.*® For if the educational system is not only 
a product of a structure of class domination, but also a vital component of the 
process by which that structure perpetuates itself, there would seem to be no 
way out of a ceaseless process of self-reproduction. Precisely such a vision of 
endless capitalist domination marked the work of the theoretical father of the 
New Left—Herbert Marcuse (1964). But since educational change obviously 
does, in fact, take place, the Marxist must provide an explanation of how the 
cycle of reproduction he has described is ever broken. Within the confines of the 
correspondence principle a revolutionary change in the economy would, of 
course, lead to a transformation of the educational system, but this way of 
posing the problem leads to the very general question of the conditions that lead 
to a revolutionary rupture. 

A more concrete Marxist notion is that a given educational structure is the 
outcome of a political and ideological struggle between social classes, and this 
concept has been put to use by “revisionist” educational historians. Yet even 
this idea goes only part of the way to a Marxist theory of educational change, 
for it does not specify the conditions under which the educational system, 
usually considered “‘apolitical,” becomes an arena of overt class conflict. In an 
attempt to resolve this difficulty and to confront the more general problem of 
educational change, some Marxists have recently added the concept of 
contradiction to that of correspondence in an effort to provide a comprehensive 
theory of educational reproduction and transformation.*” 

Like the functionalist concepts of ascription and achievement, the Marxist 
concepts of correspondence and contradiction are at once analytical and 
ideological. The notion of correspondence, for example, is an analytic device for 
understanding how the relation between the economy and the educational 
system serves to reproduce a given social structure, but it is also an ideological 
concept that can be used to attack capitalist schools by portraying them as 
subordinated to an unjust economic system that perpetuates glaring social 
inequalities. Similarly, the concept of contradiction can illuminate the process of 
change by pointing to disjunctures between the schools and the economy, but it 
can also be used to assure radicals that the ingenious process by which the 
system reproduces itself is not an unalterable one. Particularly in the United 
States, there is a deeply-felt need among Marxists to believe that the seemingly 
impregnable system may, after all, finally come tumbling down. Seen in this 


56. The problem of the possibility of educational change is even more acute in the deterministic, 


structuralist theory that underlies Bourdieu and Passeron’s La reproduction (1970). 3 
57. See Carter (1974) for the most explicit formulation of the theory of correspondence and contradic- 


tion, and Bowles (1972b) for an early attempt to apply the concept of contradiction to the analysis of 
American higher education. 
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light, the search for contradictions is not merely an academic quest for 
knowledge, but also an ideologically charged effort to give sustenance to the 
politically engaged by showing the inherent vulnerability of the system and by 
pointing to those tensions that would, if properly exacerbated, bring into being a 
mass movement dedicated to the abolition of capitalism. 

The discovery that education is an arena of political struggle can hardly be 
credited to Marxists, but it is probable that the emphasis on conflict intrinsic to 
Marxist theory pushed researchers working in that tradition towards a politics of 
education. In contrast to functionalists, for example, Marxists see class interests 
behind a given pattern of educational organization and wish to specify the social 
groups that support the relations prevailing between schools and other social 
institutions.5? To the extent, however, that both Marxism and functionalism 
tend to see a harmonious fit between the educational system and the surround- 
ing society, neither theory has much need for a politics of education. For if 
social formations tend to have educational systems that are “appropriate” to 
their needs, there would seem to be little reason to expect political struggle over 
the shape of the school system. If the functionalist is susceptible to a confusion 
of what is with what has to be, the Marxist may be inclined toward a form of 
hyper-functionalism that sees whatever educational system exists as a natural 
and essentially unavoidable reflection of the particular class structure in which it 
is embedded. 

Many radical educational researchers (among them some Marxists), however, 
do not succumb to vulgar Marxist determinism of the kind that would negate the 
need for a politics of education. Katz (1968;1971), for example, focuses his 
innovative historical research on the process by which conflicting class interests 
shaped the structure of American education in the nineteenth century. Tyack 
(1974), a revisionist but non-Marxist educational historian, has investigated the 
class basis of the movement to “‘professionalize” control of educational 
institutions and has uncovered the political interests behind the ideology of 
“taking the school out of politics.” Bowles and Gintis (1976), though relying 
mainly on secondary sources, have provided a stimulating, if at times quasi-con- 
spiratorial, interpretation of the history of class conflict in American education. 

The works of radical educational historians have tended to focus on conflicts 
over the structure of the educational system, for such conflicts have been typical 
of the struggles that have thrust the schools into political prominence. This is 
true not only in America, where the question of organization and control of the 
educational system has generally occupied the center of the stage, but also in 


58. Further, the Marxist concept of contradiction pointed toward the idea that control of the educational 
system tends to become an overt political issue in those periods characterized by a lack of “correspon- 
dence” between the schools and the economy. For an interesting application of this scheme to the history 
of American education, see Bowles and Gintis (19755). 
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Britain, where such issues as the school leaving age and the spread of comprehen- 
sive schools have dominated public debate. Less visible in many of these 
struggles has been the question of the content of education. The battle for 
comprehensive education in Britain, for example, has been fought over the 
structure of secondary education rather than over internal school organization 
and curriculum. Thus ‘streaming’ (or ‘tracking’) has established itself in many 
comprehensive schools with relatively little overt political conflict (Ford, 1969). 
Historians interested in the politics of education have accordingly looked more 
at the structure of schooling than at its content.*? 

For the further development of the politics of education it is necessary to go 
beyond the study of patterns of control and educational structure to an 
examination of the changes in the texture of daily life in educational institutions 
that follow from macrostructural transformations. Weber pointed researchers 
in the right direction when he suggested that a critical element of the power of 
dominant groups resides in their capacity to impose their own educational and 
cultural ideals on schools. These ideals are reflected both in what is taught and in 
how it is taught, for the goal of education is to form both the mind and the 
personality. Thus what is regarded as knowledge and the way it is transmitted 
are eminently political questions—and no less so in the absence of overt conflict. 
Indeed, as Bachrach and Baratz (1962) have argued, the capacity to keep an 
issue off the agenda of political debate may well be the ultimate form of 
power.© 

If the absence in conflict theory of an analysis of the content of the 
educational system has proved damaging to the emergence of a radical theory of 
educational politics and hence to the development of a satisfactory theory of 
educational change, this same lack points to a weakness in conflict theory even 
with respect to the problem to which it has principally been addressed—that of 
class reproduction. Though ascriptive elements play a major role in educational 
and occupational attainment, few conflict theorists would deny that much of 


59. This is not, however, meant to suggest that revisionist educational historians have totally ignored the 
question of the content of education; Lazerson, for example, has done research on the rise of the 
kindergarten and on the curricular changes accompanying the growth of tracking and vocational education 
(Lazerson, 1971; Cohen and Lazerson, 1972; Lazerson and Grubb, 1974). 

60. The capacity to enforce non-decisions by keeping an issue from ever being raised (e.g., the ability of an 
economically powerful corporation in a company town to avoid anti-pollution legislation from being placed 
on the political agenda) is a profound, if largely invisible, form of political power. Surprisingly, the studies 
of radical educational researchers use a methodology that reflects less the viewpoints of Bachrach and 
Baratz than that of the behavioristic and generally conservative school of political science that considers it 
“unscientific” to study anything other than overt political issues (see Polsby, 1963). The preference shown 
by radicals for visible struggles as subjects of investigation is probably, however, a result less of direct 
influence from political science than of a stress on conflict inherent in neo-Marxist theory. Whatever its 
sources, the disproportionate emphasis placed by left-wing scholars on highly visible struggles and their 
concomitant neglect of the content of schooling has impeded the development of a radical politics of 
education. See Lukes (1974) for a further development of the view that the capacity to prevail over 
opponents in the decision-making process is only one element, albeit an important one, of political power. 
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class reproduction takes place through the differential levels of achievement of 
children from different social origins. Indeed, it is precisely this meritocratic 
feature of education to which radicals point as the key to its efficiency and 
legitimacy. How, then, is differential academic performance to be explained in 
conflict theory? Bowles’s general answer (1971а) is that the “rules of the game" 
favor the affluent. This formulation might be thought to lead to an analysis of 
the social relations of pedagogy, showing how they reflect the cultural 
dominance of elites and thus handicap the learning of the children of the poor. 
Instead, however, Bowles offers two “prominent examples” of “rules of the 
game” that maintain the system of inequality—the principles of “rewarding 
excellence” and those of local school finance. Whatever the importance of these 
principles—and the findings of the Coleman Report suggest that local finance, at 
least, is rather insignificant—it would be difficult to argue that they illuminate 
the process leading to class differentials in academic achievement. The fact is 
that conflict theory, for all its concern with class reproduction via education, has 
virtually nothing to say about class-linked patterns of educational achieve- 
ment.°! 

In rejecting genetic and cultural deprivation explanations of the correlation 
between scholastic achievement and social class, conflict theorists find 
themselves in the position of pointing to the schools as the source of the 
problem without being able to specify what it is about them that is responsible. 
Despite some insight into the non-cognitive aspects of the educational process, 
they have largely allowed the internal workings of schools to remain a black box. 
This relative neglect of the content of schooling is, we have suggested, also a 
feature of the functionalist and methodological empiricist approaches, and it has 
had similar consequences here—conflict theory, no less than its principal 
opponents, has been unable to resolve the perennial problem of working-class 
“educability.” 


THE “NEW” SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATION 


Political and ideological events, including the intensification of struggles for 
educational reform and the recrudescence of racially linked genetic theories of 
intelligence in the 1960s, added urgency to the problem of explaining 
differential academic achievement. By and large, the macrosociological 
approaches, whatever their political and ideological correlates, had proved 
inadequate to the task, and the time was thus opportune for analytical 
invention. In Europe, the major promise lay in the attempts of Bernstein in 
England and Bourdieu in France to relate the problem of educability to that of 
socially controlled cultural transmission. Bernstein’s arrival in 1963 at the 


61. See Rist (1973), however, for an attempt to integrate a microlevel analysis of a ghetto school with 
some of the more general concerns of conflict theory. 
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London Institute of Education, in particular, played an especially crucial role in 
stimulating the emergence of a new approach focusing directly on the content 
of education and the internal operation of schools, which has come to be 

called the “new” sociology of education. 

At the end of the 1960s, Berger and Luckman (1967), whose theory of the 
“social construction of reality” was already exerting a widespread influence on 
the large discipline of sociology, seemed to offer promising lines of inquiry. 
Variously calling themselves ethnomethodologists, phenomenologists, and 
symbolic interactionists, a network of research workers sharing a common 
suspicion of macrosociological analysis and a diffuse commitment to studies of 
educational content appeared on the scene. Some heralds (Young, 1971a; 
Gorbutt, 1972) announced the beginning of a revolution and the birth of a new 
sociology of education. This is a claim worthy of serious attention, and we shall 
conclude our examination of competing perspectives in educational research 
with a discussion of it. 

In 1965, in a critique of the educational policy of the British Labour Party, 
Quentin Hoare noted that the strategy for educational equality that had hitherto 
been followed put its main emphasis on structural reform but “never attacked 
the vital centre of the system, the curriculum, the content of what is taught” 
(Hoare, 1965:40). Failure to specify the content of a socialist education would, 
Hoare suggested, prove fatal to the realization of egalitarian aspirations, for the 
system of non-streamed comprehensive education desired by radicals would be 
impossible without transformed teaching methods and curricula. By 1969, a 
study by Julienne Ford had shown that comprehensive schools could reproduce 
old class differences in new ways, primarily through internal differentiation. And 
in 1972, looking back at British educational policy, Halsey commented that “the 
essential fact of twentieth century educational history is that egalitarian policies 
have failed” (Halsey, 1972:6). 

If the failure of comprehensive schools to reduce educational inequality raised 
questions about the efficacy of structural reform, the organizational changes 
they brought with them raised problems that pointed to the need for curricular 
reform. Previously selective grammar schools were now faced with the influx of 
ordinary children whose backgrounds and interests clashed with traditional 
academic values. The raising of the school leaving age engendered a demand for 
new curricula that would be suited to the needs of pupils whose presence in 
school was, in many cases, involuntary. Finally, the abolition of the eleven-plus 
examination had freed teachers from the constraints inherent in the task of 
preparing pupils for it and had eased the way for curricular experiments in the 
primary schools.® 


62. For discussion of the relationship between structural change in British education and the upsurge of 
interest in the curriculum, see Walker (1972:37-38), Young (1971b:20-22), Brown (1973:14), Silver 
(1973:xvi-xvii), Bernstein (1974:151), and Williamson (1974:8). 
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By the early 1970s, a school of thought stressing the significance of the 
content of education had formed, and one of its members (Gorbutt, 1972) was 
describing it as “the new sociology of education"—an emergent “alternative 
paradigm." Previous work was dismissed as a “‘positivistic” version of structural 
functionalism using “input-output models” and a “normative paradigm.” The 
“old” sociology of education was soon to be transcended. Davies, in his critique 
of Hopper's (1968:29—44) typology of educational systems, dismissed research 
on educational selection with the cavalier remark that while it had been very 
important for collecting data, *one may wonder whether it has done much more 
than improve our knowledge of social stratification and raise uncomfortable 
questions about the consequences of public policy" (1971:117). Organizational 
studies, on the other hand, though “superior to what normally passes for the 
sociology of education,” have the defect of not “necessarily contributing to a 
sociology of knowledge," and any comparative study which ignores the analysis 
of education as culture is “in danger of trivializing the entire subject” 
(1971:124). Davies goes on to state explicitly that “the management of 
knowledge" should be the central concern of the sociology of education 
(1971:133). 

M.F.D. Young, the editor of the first reader in the sociology of education 
devoted to the ‘interpretative paradigm’, was also harshly critical of previous 
educational research. Even at its best, as in Westergaard and Little’s study (1964) 
on educational opportunity and Lacey’s (1970) investigation of grouping and 
selection procedures, the old sociology of education, “by treating as unprob- 
lematic what it is to be educated,” does “little more than provide what is often a 
somewhat questionable legitimacy to the various pressures for administrative and 
curricular ‘reform’ " (Young, 1971a:2). In general, sociologists have taken 
educators’ definitions of problems as given and have neglected the task of 
formulating their own problems. For the sociologist who undertakes this task, 
however, the “problems” identified by educators (e.g., the “below average 
child") are themselves phenomena to be explained. With “what counts as 
educational knowledge” highly problematic, the structural issues that dominated 
the normative paradigm recede into the background, and the microlevel 
problems of the "curricular, pedagogic and assessment categories held by school 
personnel,” teacher-student interaction, and above all the curriculum become 
the dominant concerns of educational research. From this perspective, “ће 
sociology of education is no longer conceived as an area of enquiry distinct from 
the sociology of knowledge" (Young, 1971a:3—5). 


(a) The Social Origins of the Interpretative Critique 


Without judging the accuracy of these pronouncements about the history of 
educational research, and before embarking on a critical assessment of the new 
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approach, it may be helpful to examine the context in which they emerged. 
Perhaps the most striking feature of the “new” sociology of education is that it 
is almost entirely a British creation and has so far made few inroads into 
American educational геѕеагсһ.6 At first glance this is somewhat surprising, 
given the long and impressive tradition in the United States of classroom 
observation going back to Waller’s 1932 classic, The Sociology of Teaching, and 
extending through Becker’s (1952;1953) studies of the Chicago school teacher 
to Rist’s (1970;1973) recent investigations of ghetto schools. Moreover, 
sociologists like Everett Hughes and others connected with the Chicago school of 
sociology have taught and written about phenomenology since before World War 
II. Nevertheless, the *new" sociology of education is a lively focus of debate in 
Britain and remains essentially unknown in the United States. 

We cannot claim to offer more than tentative suggestions as to why the two 
countries should have developed so differently in this field. But our earlier 
remarks about comprehensive education and its curriculum perhaps point in the 
right direction. In comparative perspective there was no such problem in the 
United States, which had a long-established system of comprehensive secondary 
schools and a problem of structural reform that was different from the British 
and European problem of transforming a dual system into mass secondary 
education.9 

Compared to Great Britain, America is a young, relatively populistic society, 
and there is nothing analogous either to the vigorous defense of high culture 
offered by T.S. Eliot or G.H. Bantock, or to the sheer weight of what Raymond 
Williams (1957) calls the Tradition. The elitist defense of the traditional 
grammar school curriculum to be found in such widely read documents as the 
Black Papers (Cox and Rhodes, 1975) has no American counterpart. Indeed, it 
may be that the saliency of the curriculum as a public issue in Great Britain 
reflects a historically rooted commitment to the preservation of socially 
hierarchical educational ideals that have no equivalent social base in a society 
like that of the United States, which the Polish sociologist Ossowski (1963) has 
described as one of “non-egalitarian classlessness.” 


63. This is not meant to imply that it has had no influence whatever. A number of social scientists grouped 
around Aaron Cicourel, one of the founders of ethnomethodology, have, for example, recently published а 
book (Cicourel et al., 1974), Language Use and School Performance, which expresses a set of concerns 
remarkably similar to those of the “new” sociology of education. Revealingly, however, its authors mention 
only one of the nine articles in Young’s reader and show little familiarity with the work of British 
educational researchers working within the ‘interpretative paradigm’. 

64. The difficulties faced by British comprehensive schools in formulating a curriculum for students of 
diverse social backgrounds were compounded by particularly sharp cultural cleavages between social classes. 
Despite the lack of empirical data on the question, it would seem safe to say that there is a distinct 
working-class sub-culture in Great Britain that has no real counterpart in the United States. For a 
Penetrating discussion of English working-class culture, see Hoggart (1959). See also Jackson and Marsden, 
Education and the Working Class (1963), and Jackson, Working Class Community (1968). 
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The intellectual context of specialist work on education within the wider 
discipline of sociology also differed between the two countries. In America, the 
main candidate for new leadership after the disarray of the 1960s was conflict 
theory (Friedrichs, 1970:45—61). In Britain, however, the challenge came much 
more from the new interpretative approaches. 

However, to observe that the character of alternative approaches in the 
sociology of education in the two countries parallels general movements in 
sociology is not thereby to give an explanation. Following the works of 
Gouldner (1971) and Friedrichs (1970), we might trace the more general 
movements to much the same set of factors. The relative stability of British 
society compared with American has remained striking in recent years. Great 
Britain did not experience radical student movements on anything resembling 
the scale of the American New Left. Nor, despite mounting social difficulties, 
were British social problems of the same order of magnitude as those in America 
occasioned by the Vietnam war and racial conflict. There may have been some 
intensification of traditional forms of class conflict in Britain in the early 1970s, 
but these industrial struggles had little impact on sociological theory and they 
raised few issues about education. In short, the British cultural and political 
context was much less conducive than its American counterpart to macro- 
sociological studies of social conflict. 

Nevertheless, the questjon still remains why interpretative approaches were so 
warmly received in Britain. One factor, it may be suggested, was that the “new” 
sociology of education identified itself with the sociology of knowledge. Always 
considered a rather marginal, continental pursuit by American sociologists, the 
sociology of knowledge has roots in Britain at least as far back as the arrival of 
Karl Mannheim in the 1930s. The growing interest of recent years may also 
reflect the closer proximity of British sociologists to their German and French 
colleagues and in part their relatively greater philosophical sophistication in 
comparison to American sociologists. Although only vaguely familiar with 
continental philosophy, British sociologists tend to be aware of the epistemologi- 
cal problems raised by logical positivism. This greater familiarity with analytic 
philosophy makes them more receptive to approaches that raise questions about 
the social and philosophical basis of knowledge. 

Though influenced by the phenomenological writings of Schutz (1962) and 
Berger and Luckman (1967), proponents of the new approaches in educational 


65. The fact that ethnomethodology, which is a crucial component of the interpretative paradigm, is an 
essentially American invention does not negate our general proposition, for the ethnomethodological 
approach has been adopted by relatively few American sociologists and has never presented a serious 
challenge to either the functionalist or the conflict paradigms. Two of the founders of ethnomethodology, 
Cicourel (1964) and Garfinkel (1967), though both American, are perhaps more widely known in Great 
Britain than in the United States, and it would seem that their critique of the normative paradigm has had 
much more of an effect on mainstream British sociology than on its American counterpart. 


T 
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research have also drawn heavily on the work of ethnomethodologists, especially 
Cicourel (1964) and Garfinkel (1967). The social setting most conducive to the 
growth and development of ethnomethodology is difficult to identify, but 
Gouldner (1971:390—395), in discussing Garfinkel, has made the suggestion that 
the hostility expressed by ethnomethodology towards the conventional charac- 
ter of the implicit rules that make stable social interaction possible appeals most 
strongly to the culturally alienated. What is being questioned by the ethno- 
methodologists in their demonstration of the fragility of tacit understandings 
underlying daily social interaction is not so much the legitimacy of existing 
social and political institutions as the accuracy of the common-sense view of 
reality itself. Though critical of the way things are, the ethnomethodologist 
directs his attention more to microlevel interactions than to larger social struc- 
tures. His rebellion, though radical in its rejection of the routines of everyday 
life, avoids direct confrontation with the status quo. 

What is perhaps most interesting about Gouldner’s discussion of Garfinkel is 
the implication that ethnomethodology is most likely to prosper when dissent 
takes the form more of counter-cultural rebellion than of political radicalism. It 
would be inappropriate to press the point too insistently, but it may be that just 
such a situation has prevailed in many British universities. In the late 1960s cultural 
rather than political forms of radicalism influenced the values and life-styles of 
students. The depth and breadth of counter-cultural sentiment in British univer- 
sities did not, in all likelihood, exceed the degree of cultural alienation present 
among American students, but the presence in America of a radical student 
movement tended to give dissent a more sharply political character. Accordingly, 
if young British researchers in the sociology of education were more attracted to 
interpretative approaches while their American colleagues preferred conflict 
theory, it may be that this was partly the outcome of different social and politi- 
cal conditions in the two countries. 


66. Despite our belief that there is a relationship between the rise of ethnomethodology and the growth of 
counter-cultural sentiments, we would stress that this is a highly tentative formulation that calls for careful 
empirical investigation. One piece of evidence that suggests that ethnomethodology prospers in a counter- 
cultural setting is that it emerged in southern California, perhaps the capital of youth culture (notably at 
the University of California at Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, and San Diego). As late as 1970, at least 
twenty-five of forty-eight American sociologists in the ethnomethodological “network” were still located in 
southern California (Mullins, 1973:200). That it has been well received in Great Britain, which has a strong 
counter-culture, fits well with our hypothesis, as does its failure to develop in France, where radicalism is 
almost exclusively political in character. The fact that ethnomethodology has had a relatively modest effect 
on American educational research conforms to our general explanation; especially in the research commu- 
nity, political radicalism has been more salient than cultural radicalism, and the predominance of conflict 
theory over ethnomethodology may well reflect that predominance. However, an analysis of many 
socio-historical factors other than the New Left and the counter-culture would be necessary to explain the 
divergent development of alternative approaches to the sociology of education in Great Britain and the 
United States. 
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In attempting to understand the origins and development of the new" sociol- 
ogy of education, it is important to realize that it emerged less in university 
departments of sociology than in institutes and colleges of education. The 
University of London’s Institute of Education, where in 1963 Basil Bernstein 
developed the first program to give higher degrees in the sociology of education, 
seems to have played a particularly important role in the development of the 
interpretative approach," and the Open University, an institution that by its 
nature is much concerned with problems of pedagogy and curriculum, has been 
instrumental in disseminating its perspective to the academic public. When 
one considers the substantive concerns of the “new” sociology of education, it 
seems quite fitting that its institutional incubator was the institute of education. 
For unlike the functionalist and conflict theories of education, both of which 
are essentially concerned with the macrosociological question of the structure of 
the relationships between schools and other social institutions, the interpretative 
approach focuses directly on the internal operations of the schools themselves. 
The preoccupations of the “new” sociology of education—above all, classroom 
interaction and the sociology of the curriculum—correspond quite strikingly to 
the professional interests of students in institutions primarily devoted to training 
school-teachers. Proponents of the interpretative approach (Esland, 1971:111; 
Gorbutt, 1972:9—10) have, indeed, explicitly cited its relevance to teacher train- 
ing as one of its virtues, and the effort of the “new” sociology of education to 
illuminate what goes on in the classroom is doubtless one of the sources of its 
appeal not only to students in schools of education but also to those sociologists 
whose job it is to teach them. 


67. In his teaching at the London University Institute of Education, where many of the advocates of the 
interpretative approach studied with him, Bernstein gave as lectures to students the various papers on the 
organization and knowledge structures of schools that constitute Volume III of his Class, Codes and Control. 
At the same time, according to Bernstein (1975:1), the sociolinguistic thesis played little part in his 
teaching at the Institute. For a detailed discussion of Bernstein’s unique contribution to the sociology of 
education—a contribution that cuts across the distinction between the ‘interpretative’ and ‘normative’ 
paradigms—see our remarks below, pp. 62-71. 

68. M.F.D. Young holds a teaching position in the London Institute of Education, and two other leading 
proponents of the interpretative paradigm, Keddie (1971) and Esland (1971), were there as graduate 
students. Gorbutt, another advocate of the “new” sociology of education, teaches in the Department of 
Education at North-East London Polytechnic. The Open University has provided crucial institutional 
support for the “new” sociology of education by giving official “set book” status to two readers reflecting 
its viewpoint, Knowledge and Control (Young, 1971a) and School and Society (Cosin et al., 1971), and by 
making them part of the curriculum of its course on “School and Society.” 

69. The role of students in the formation of social theory is one of the most neglected areas in the 
sociology of sociology (see Gouldner, 1971:403). Faculty-student interaction is by no means a one-way 
process, and the case of the development of the “new” sociology of education suggests that the character of 
the student body is an important aspect of the institutional setting of academically-based social research. 
With respect to the popularity of the interpretative approach in institutes and colleges of education, an 
additional factor may have been lack of financial resources for research. According to Carter (1968), a 
heavily disproportionate number of sociologists in colleges of education complain of a lack of research 
funds. Their choice, therefore, of classroom observation as the basic research methodology is one 
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Having embarked upon their new course, advocates of the “new” sociology of 
education faced the formidable problem of legitimating their approach. Their 
difficulties resided not only in the newness of their formulation, but also in the 
fragility of the institutional base from which they operated. For if the sociology 
of education has relatively low status among the sub-disciplines of sociology, 
colleges and institutes of education also have low status as institutions for the 
aspiring sociologist. The “old” sociology of education dealt with the legitimation 
problem posed by the questionable character of its subject matter by attaching 
itself to the larger framework of the respected sub-discipline of social stratifica- 
tion. It was also assisted by its location within university departments of sociol- 
ogy. The new approach, with its main social base outside the universities, had no 
equally prestigious source of institutional support. Despite efforts to borrow 
status from the increasingly prominent but still marginal ethnomethodological 
and phenomenological approaches and from the rather esoteric sub-discipline of 
the sociology of knowledge, the “new” sociology of education still faced con- 
siderable legitimation problems.” 

Foremost among the tactics of proponents of the ‘interpretative paradigm’ 
was the drawing of exceedingly sharp lines between “old” and “пем” sociology 
of education. Through a series of bold attacks (Davies, 1969; Young, 1971b; 
Davies, 1971; Gorbutt, 1972) on the so-called normative (or **conventional") 
paradigm, the advocates of the interpretative approach offered an explicit chal- 
lenge to the established sociology of education that could hardly ђе ignored.” 
If the loudness with which they announced an impending revolution in educa- 
tional research caused skepticism in some quarters, the promise of “new direc- 
tions for the sociology of education" (the subtitle of Young's reader) aroused 
eager anticipation in others. Throughout, they strongly emphasized the innova- 


frequently made within severe financial constraints. The fact that the techniques called for by ‘normative’ 
sociology (e.g., survey research) would often be prohibitively expensive for the college of education 
sociologist is probably a rather minor source of his attraction to the ‘interpretative paradigm’, but it would 
be naive to suggest that the unpleasant realities of money play no role whatsoever in the determination of 
research styles. 

70. The inherently "soft" character of the methodologies favored by the “пем” sociology of education 
further compounded the legitimation problems of the ‘interpretative paradigm’. In a discipline notably 
insecure about its scientific status, the non-quantitative and, in many cases, non-replicable and non- 
falsifiable propositions put forward by the “new” sociology of education were hardly likely to appeal to 
Sociology’s persistent quest for a positivistic type of “rigor.” Young (1971b:26), in observing that 
sociologists in colleges, institutes, and departments of education tended for years to neglect the study of 
curriculum, has suggested that a fear of "boundary disputes” with philosophers of education and curricu- 
lum specialists led sociologists of education to shy away from an analysis of the content of schooling. There 
is doubtless an element of truth here, but a more crucial factor was probably the unwieldiness of studying 
in-school processes. If many sociologists of education for years avoided the study of curriculum, the reason 
they did so was probably the same one that led most of their colleagues to look askance at the sociology of 
knowledge—the ill-defined character of the available methodologies seemed incompatible with the develop- 
ment of a rigorously empirical, scientific discipline. 

71. Halsey (1971), in the concluding essay to Hopper’s Readings in the Theory of Educational Systems, 
offered a preliminary response. 
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tive character of the ethnomethodological approach and its incompatibility with 
the “old” sociology of education. Indeed, their criticisms of traditional educa- 
tional research raised a number of important issues, and their own formulation 
was a strikingly novel one. Though holding only a tiny base in the universities 
and possessing no serious body of empirical research derived from its theoretical 
framework, the “new” sociology of education was, by 1972, able to present 
itself plausibly as an “emergent paradigm” constituting a comprehensive alterna- 
tive to the approach that had dominated the discipline for two decades.” 


(b) The “New” Sociology of Education: An Early Assessment 


The interpretative approach has had a generally salutary effect on the sociology 
of education in Great Britain. Bernstein (1974:149) has recently noted that the 
traditional sociology of education in Great Britain “bore the hallmarks of British 
applied sociology; atheoretical, pragmatic, descriptive and policy focused.” 
Primarily concerned with the structural problem of the relation between the 
educational system and the system of social stratification, research in the post- 
war years had had little to say about the content of education and had carried 
out few classroom studies." Emerging within a discipline that despite impressive 
accomplishments had seemingly lost its forward momentum, the challenge raised 
by the interpretative school has infused new life into the sociology of education 
by pointing not only to crucial theoretical problems, but also to new areas of 
research. 

The “new” sociology of education is too new to permit a confident assess- 
ment of its contribution. Its influence so far derives less from research findings 
than from the distinctively different research priorities it proposes. If the con- 
cerns of the traditional sociology of education, most notably selection and 
socialization, are not quite relegated to the historical dustbin, it is nevertheless 


72. In launching a frontal attack on the established sociology of education, proponents of the interpreta- 
tive paradigm were embarking upon a high-risk, but potentially high-return, strategy. Gouldner (1968: 108), 
in his analysis of the “underdog” school in the sociology of deviance, notes that the adoption of an 
unorthodox position can evoke hostile criticism, but that “it may also bring higher and quicker returns than 
the adoption of an overdog standpoint which, being common, tends to glut the market and to depress the 
price paid per individual contribution.” He then goes on to observe that the adoption of a dissenting 
position may “ђе thought of as a career strategy more appealing to high variance betters who, in turn, are 
more likely to be found among the ambitious young.” It is worth noting in this regard that the two main 
alternative schools of thought in the sociology of sociology, the interpretative and conflict approaches, are 
disproportionately supported by young researchers. 

73. As recently as 1972, a British sociologist was able to write that “observational research in the 
classroom is almost entirely an American tradition” (Walker, 1972:35). Young (1971b:26), however, makes 
clear that even the best of these studies, often conducted by symbolic interactionists, do not, despite their 
raising of important questions about “processes of interaction and the situational significance of beliefs and 
values," meet the requirements of the interpretative paradigm, for they do not “consider as problematic the 
knowledge that is made available in such interactions.” 


EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: А REVIEW AND AN INTERPRETATION 53 


clear that they are now to be considered marginal to a discipline that looks upon 
the “management of knowledge” (Davies, 1971) as its central problem. With the 
‘interpretative paradigm’, itself deeply influenced by the sociology of knowl- 
edge, providing the theoretical framework of the “new” sociology of education, 
three related problem areas emerge as the key concerns of the field: teacher- 
student interaction, the categories or concepts used by educators, and the cur- 
riculum. 

The problem of classroom interaction, a subject already treated in some detail 
by American symbolic interactionists, has excited considerable interest among 
those British sociologists of education influenced by the work of the ethno- 
methodologists.” As yet, however, the excitement accompanying the identifica- 
tion of a neglected problem has not so far been followed by much empirical 
research. One notable exception is Keddie's (1971) article, “Classroom Knowl- 
edge.” A study of the teaching of a course in the humanities at a large and 
heterogeneous comprehensive school, it is concerned with the knowledge teachers 
have of pupils and with what counts as knowledge suitable for discussion and 
evaluation in the classroom. 

Keddie's study is an excellent expression of the interests of the “new” sociol- 
ogy of education, for in its search for the processes involved in the production of 
academic “failures” it looks simultaneously at teacher-student interaction, the 
categories used by educators, and the organization of the curriculum. Careful 
observation of teachers both inside and outside the classroom reveals that the 
concepts they hold, though often in contradiction with their aims as “educa- 
tionalists,” influence their relations with pupils in the classroom. The teacher 
will, for example, vigorously deny that ability is associated with social class and 
then proceed in concrete cases to suggest the most intimate relationship between 
social background and academic capacity. The concept of the “normal pupil” in 
a given ability category enables the teacher to categorize students about whom 
he has little direct knowledge and, accordingly, to treat identical student behav- 
ior in a radically different fashion, depending upon the category in which the 
student is placed. What counts as knowledge when suggested by an A (high 
ability) pupil may be dismissed as error or incomprehension in the case of a C 
(low ability) pupil. The differential treatment of pupils in different ability cate- 
gories is, in turn, facilitated by a system of streaming that provides students with 
readily available labels. The internal structure of the school is thus shown to be 
closely related to a process of categorizing pupils that itself conditions interac- 
tion between student and teacher. Through the use of the interpretative 
approach, Keddie is able to show how the educators' socially constructed con- 


74. The work of Hargreaves (1967) and Lacey (1970) shows, however, that interest among British 
sociologists of education in student-teacher interaction predates the emergence of the interpretative school. 
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cepts systematically influence their behavior in the classroom. The outcome is 
“the differentiation of an undifferentiated curriculum” (1971:143), and it is 
clear from Keddie’s account that the nature of this differentiation impedes the 
academic achievement of lower-stream and lower-class students. 

In an appeal for sociologists to look at the curriculum as an expression of the 
principles governing the organization and selection of knowledge, M.F.D. Young 
(1971b) points to an important subject that had been largely ignored by the 
traditional sociology of education and makes a number of suggestions about the 
relationship between the stratification of knowledge and the distribution of 
values and rewards in society. However, Young has not attempted to apply his 
suggestions to the analysis of a specific problem, and few followers of the inter- 
pretative approach have engaged in systematic studies of the curriculum.” Here, 
as in many other areas of educational research, the new sociology of education 
has identified an interesting problem and suggested a possible way of tackling it, 
but it has not yet produced either close ethnographic descriptions (Bernstein, 
1974:152) or a serious body of empirical literature based on its theoretical 
framework. Unlike the conflict theory of education, which is well established in 
the United States, the ‘interpretative paradigm’ has produced many new depar- 
tures but disturbingly few arrivals. 

The reasons for this failure are not immediately apparent, but the reluctance 
of the critic to offer his own positive formulation of a problem, thereby putting 
forward propositions that would themselves be subject to refutation, is a well- 
known phenomenon. Ethnomethodologists may have felt particularly vulnerable 
on this issue, for it is in the nature of their approach to be acutely aware of the 
methodological difficulties involved in social research. 

Two of the key research issues identified by the interpretative approach—the 
curriculum and the concepts of educators—posed particular problems for the 
prospective researcher, for the novelty of the subject matter called for the crea- 
tion of new methods. Even the more familiar problem of student-teacher interac- 
tion, already treated by symbolic interactionists, posed at every turn the thorny 
question of what counts as valid knowledge. Clearly, empirical investigation of 
the problems raised by the interpretative approach could not proceed with the 
type of “rigor” demanded by a discipline that accords scientific status only to 
those propositions that are replicable and falsifiable. Equally clearly, the “new” 
sociology of education would never generate data as tidy as the quantitative 
figures on social stratification produced in the political arithmetic tradition. 
Furthermore, careful and long-term classroom observation called for an enor- 


75. Eggleston, a proponent of the “new” sociology of education who nonetheless maintains a certain 
critical distance from some of its propositions (1973a, 1974:1—10), has put forward a model of the 
curriculum decision-making process based on some of the insights of both the interpretative paradigm and 


conflict theory (1973b). 
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mous investment of time and energy. Faced with these formidable obstacles, it is 
quite understandable that proponents of the “new” sociology of education 
should have been more successful in criticizing existing research than in produc- 
ing their own body of substantive propositions. 

It would be misleading, however, to convey the impression that supporters of 
an ethnomethodological approach to the sociology of education have under- 
taken no systematic empirical research. An ambitious field study in Southern 
California public schools, for example, has been led by one of the founders of 
ethnomethodology itself—Aaron V. Cicourel—and published as a series of articles 
under the title Language Use and School Performance (1974). 

Sensitive, as ethnomethodologists are, to the fragility of “common-sense con- 
structs,” the authors investigate some of the assumptions implicit in the evalua- 
tion of the academic “performance” of school children. Their focus is on the 
test situation itself as a socially constructed phenomenon, and they pay particu- 
lar attention to the interaction between the examiner and the examinee. They 
take nothing for granted—neither the concepts and procedures of the tester nor 
the linguistic comprehension and performance levels of the tested. The study is 
based on careful classroom observation, and its detailed analysis of the testing 
process constitutes a rebuke to those who would reify the results of ostensibly 
scientific scholastic examinations. 

Yet despite the relative novelty of the ethnomethodological approach and the 
freshness of some of its insights, the most striking thing about the study led by 
Cicourel is its frequent banality. Roth (1974), for example, demonstrates in con- 
siderable detail that the cognitive operations leading to an answer marked as 
incorrect are often more complex than those which result in an acceptable 
response. Cicourel (1974:331) finds it necessary to reiterate the study’s finding 
that bilingual children have particularly acute problems in understanding test 
instructions. In article after article, the authors advance the well-worn idea that 
the social setting in which a test takes place influences student performance. 
When one compares the self-consciously innovative work presented in Language 
Use and School Performance with the research of such representatives of the 
“traditional” sociology of education as Strodtbeck (1961) or Kahl (1961), it is 
hard to see how the interpretative approach has advanced understanding of a 
problem for which it seemed eminently apt—that of educability.”° 


76. Nor is it clear how the research of advocates of the “new” sociology of education has gone beyond the 
work of such symbolic interactionists as Waller and Becker. For a useful summary of the research of the 
“old” sociology of education on the problem of educability, see Chapters 4 and 5 of Banks (1971). 
Advocates of the interpretative paradigm often balk at the notion that the family factors cited by previous 
researchers play a role in differential scholastic performance, preferring instead to remain on the more 
familiar microsociological terrain of the school itself. This tendency to ignore the family in favor of the 
school in explaining racial and class differences in academic achievement doubtless reflects in part a feeling 
that any mention of factors external to the school Would be ideologically unpalatable, but it also derives 
from the difficulty of explaining inter-institutional relations (e.g., between the family and the school) 
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Sociologists of diverse theoretical and methodological persuasions are vulner- 
able to the charge that they spend much of their time documenting the obvious. 
The ethnomethodologists, however, are distinctive in presenting their empirical 
analysis of the well-known distortions of test performance introduced by social 
context and linguistic misunderstanding within a framework of extreme rela- 
tivism. Reading the studies reported in Cicourel (1974), for example, one is left 
with the impression that the tests used to measure reading comprehension are 
arbitrary human constructs laden with so many class-linked measurement prob- 
lems that they are essentially unrelated to the student’s actual capacity to under- 
stand written material. 

There is an obvious egalitarian appeal in the notion that recorded differences 
in reading level between rich and poor children would disappear if one were able 
to measure their academic performance accurately, but such a formulation 
strains the limits of credibility. Yet the ideological impetus behind ultra- 
relativism is a powerful one, for if sociologists cannot eradicate glaring inequal- 
ities in the real world, they can perhaps do away with them on the conceptual 
level by denying that they are, appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, 
inequalities after all. What would seem to be racial and class differences in the 
distribution of knowledge are, instead, figments of a positivistic imagination. 

This reluctance to recognize visible differences in knowledge is, in part, a 
product of ethnomethodological epistemology; Gorbutt (1972:7) states the posi- 
tion succinctly when he writes that “knowledge . . . becomes thoroughly rela- 
tivized and the possibility of absolute knowledge is denied."77 As a consequence 
of their belief that all knowledge is ideological (Gorbutt, 1972:7), ethno- 
methodologists find themselves in an awkward position when the subordinate 
social groups with whom they sympathize set out to diminish inequalities in the 
social distribution of knowledge which, were one to take seriously the semantic 


within the framework of a paradigm based primarily on face-to-face “interactions,” “definitions of the 
situation,” and “constructions of reality." Floud and Halsey (1958:184) pointed out that educability 
studies tended to be one-sided in their emphasis on family environment over the “assumptions, values and 
aims embodied in the school,” but there is no а priori reason to believe that family factors are not 
implicated in differential academic performance. 

77. The problematic character of the extreme relativist position is vividly illustrated by Keddie’s (1971) 
sophisticated empirical study of classroom knowledge. Stating that her approach “involves starting from the 
assumption that... we do not know what the knowledge to be got or the subject to be mastered properly 
is," Keddie (1971:144) goes on to declare that “subjects are what practitioners do with them.” In analyzing 
classroom interaction between teacher and pupil, however, she is forced to attenuate her absolute relativism 
so as to be able to examine critically the negotiation occurring over what will count as legitimate 
knowledge. The arbitrariness of the teacher’s attempt to impose his definition of the family on recalcitrant 
students, for example, is documented by an appeal to a higher form of knowledge—“‘the teacher (E)—who is 
not a sociologist and who has to rely on material on a pink card which includes a description of the joint 
family” is unaware of the concept of the “extended family as it is defined in Britain today” (Keddie, 
1971:145, italics ours). That even someone as committed to extreme relativism as Keddie is forced to resort 
to external and hierarchical definition of what counts as valid knowledge is quite revealing, for it points to 
the virtual impossibility of making sense of competing definitions of knowledge if one believes, as does 
Gorbutt (1972:7), that all knowledge is colored by social bias and ideological distortion. 
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and conceptual acrobatics of the “new” sociology of education, do not exist. 
Ultra-relativism is a double-edged sword; while useful in denouncing such 
intellectually problematic and politically retrograde concepts as the “problem 
child," it can easily degenerate into what Goody and Watt (1963:344), referring 
to a similar tendency among their colleagues in anthropology, have called 
"sentimental egalitarianism." When it takes this form, relativism is of service 
neither to academic social science nor to the poor and minority groups it wishes 
to defend. 

Perhaps the most powerful weapon wielded by ethnomethodologists in their 
assault on their archenemy—“positivistic” social science—is their critique of 
measurement techniques in conventional empirical research. The issues raised by 
Cicourel in Method and Measurement in Sociology (1964) have been familiar 
ones in sociology for over a decade, but only recently have they begun to 
penetrate educational research. Here the raising of basic problems about the 
collection and interpretation of data has proved extremely useful, for there has 
been a tendency over the years for sociologists of education to assume that 
evidence that is quantitative is automatically "scientific" in character. 
Ethnomethodologists have effectively deflated this myth, but their own criticism 
of measurement techniques often becomes a critique of the use of all statistical 
data. 

Interpretative sociologists hold that social reality, which is constantly in a 
state of becoming rather than being . . . is such as to preclude conventional social 
science approaches to data" (Gorbutt, 1972:6). In practice, this suspicion of 
quantitative evidence, coupled with a commitment to relativism, often leads 
ethnomethodologists to move from valid criticisms of measurement error to a 
wholesale dismissal of attempts to measure phenomena as diverse as academic 
performance and educational aspirations. If the ethnomethodologist's bête noire, 
the methodological empiricist, can be faulted for tending to believe that 
relationships that are not readily measurable are not quite real, the 
ethnomethodologist is guilty of concluding that relationships that are 
measurable, but imperfectly, are equally unreal. Opposites here converge. If the 
pure methodological empiricist characteristically avoids those phenomena that 
are difficult to quantify while the ethnomethodologist wages a relentless 
campaign of criticism against such efforts at measurement as have been made, 
there is a very real sense in which the one approach is the converse of the other. 
Their common coin is that of the obsessive search for rigor, and it is only an 
apparent paradox that they unite in their failure to observe C. Wright Mills's 
(1959) injunction against allowing the question of method to take precedence 
over the need to investigate pressing substantive problems. 

The preferred method of the *new" sociology of education is that of 
participant observation (Gorbutt, 1972:7), though direct observation without 
participation is also looked upon with favor. These two research techniques 
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require an intimate social setting, and they are well-suited to classroom 
investigations. Depending upon whether researchers draw their theoretical cues 
from ethnomethodology or from symbolic interactionism, they may speak of 
the “social construction of reality” or of the “definition of the situation,” but 
their closely related concerns come together in sociological analysis of the 
process of “negotiation” over meanings. Above all, their careful observation of 
face-to-face relationships is designed to show that “everyday social interaction is 
a creative activity" (Cicourel, 1974:348) that enables man to make sense of his 
world. 

Stress on the fact that relations in educational institutions are humanly 
constructed products is a welcome antidote to the deterministic and reifying 
tendencies of some of the “old” sociology of education. But emphasis on “man 
the creator" often fails to take adequate account of the social constraints on 
human actors in everyday life. There is, to be sure, a considerable latitude 
available to those engaged in struggles over the “definition of the situation,” but 
the question of whose definition will ultimately prevail is preeminently one of 
power. Battles between students and teachers as to who will define the situation, 
for example, clearly illustrate this principle; teachers, by virtue of their powerful 
institutional positions, wield sanctions that not only delimit the boundaries of 
what may be “negotiated” but also give them a crucial advantage in determining 
whose “definitions” will prevail. The teachers themselves, however, also operate 
under external constraints; they may be prohibited by law from giving corporal 
punishment, and it is likely that they will lose their jobs if they do not follow 
prescribed evaluative procedures and curricular programs. There is, without 
doubt, an important element of creativity in student-teacher interaction; but 
there are also limits to the extent to which “definitions of the situation" may be 
negotiated. 

The notion that “meanings” are created anew in every encounter in an 
educational institution contains an important element of truth, but it also 
diverts attention away from the tendency of interactions to occur in repetitive 
patterns. Teachers and children do not come together in a historical vacuum; the 
weight of precedent conditions the outcome of “negotiation” over meaning at 
every turn. If empirical work is confined to observation of classroom interaction, 
it may miss the process by which political and economic power sets sharp 
bounds to what is “negotiable.” The classroom analyses of the “new” sociology 
of education are not, in short, related to social structure, and therefore tend to 
ignore the constraints under which human actors operate and so to exaggerate 
the fragility of the daily routine of school life. 

Though a preference for microcosmic studies is at times elevated into a 
general principle, most proponents of the “new” sociology of education affirm 
the necessity of integrating structural and interactional levels of analysis. Keddie 
(1971:156), for example, points to a need to understand both "the linkages 
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between schools and other institutions” and “‘the relationship between the social 
distribution of power and the distribution of knowledge.” And M.F.D. Young 
(1971b:24) declares that “it is or should be the central task of the sociology of 
education to relate” the “principles of selection and organization that underlay 
curricula to their institutional and interactional setting in schools and classrooms 
to the wider social structure.” To carry out such studies would be difficult, and 
the hostility of followers of the interpretative approach to structural analysis 
(extending, at times, to the suggestion that social structures exist only in the 
minds of human actors) suggests that the absence of serious attempts by them to 
articulate micro- and macrolevels of analysis is not purely a result of technical 
barriers. Indeed, acceptance of the idea that analyses of the structure and 
content of education must be integrated would give dramatic testimony to the 
complementarity of the methods and concerns of the “old” and “new” 
sociology of education." 

What, then, is one to make of the claim that the ‘interpretative paradigm’ 
marks the beginning of a “scientific revolution” in educational research? The 
careful reader of Kuhn (1970), from whom the model of a scientific revolution 
is derived, would be likely to react with skepticism, for one of the distinctive 
features of a true scientific revolution is its invisibility. When the transformation 
of a discipline is announced before the event, there is reason to suspect that one 
is witnessing not a scientific revolution but a more familiar phenomenon—an 
attempt by an emergent school of thought to legitimate its approach. According 
to Kuhn, scientific revolutions have historically entailed the restructuring of 
existing knowledge, not, as has been implied by proponents of the interpretative 
school, its dismissal (Eggleston, 1973a).”? Only if the “new” sociology of 
education were able to incorporate into its framework the contribution of 
"traditional? educational research could it lay claim to scientific revolution. This 
it has been unable to do. 

Instead of building incrementally on previous work, the “new” sociology of 
education has generally engaged in an adversary relationship to 16.80 Davies 


78. A recent article by Erickson (1975), an American anthropologist who is not a partisan in the largely 
British battle between the “new” and “014” sociologies of education, demonstrates that researchers working 
primarily within an interpretative framework can nonetheless draw profitably upon normative studies. 
Erickson’s own investigation, a careful observation-based analysis of counseling encounters in a community 
college, uses ethnomethodological techniques to study a question with important macrosociological 
implications: the role of counselors as gatekeepers in a racially and ethnically heterogeneous society. 
Though obviously indebted to Clark (1960), Erickson makes a distinctive contribution by showing how 
particularistic factors such as race and ethnicity affect the texture of interaction in counseling encounters 
and help predict the amount of special help students will receive. 

79. See Eggleston (1973a; 1974:1—16) for two interesting discussions of the interpretative school and its 
relationship to the “old” sociology of education. 

80. In manifesting a dismissive rather than incremental attitude toward previous educational research, 


interpretative sociologists have contradicted the Kuhnian model of scientific revolution that they purport 
to uphold (Eggleston, 1974:19). 
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(1971), for example, conveys the impression that those interested in the 
“management of knowledge” have little to learn from previous research, but 
loses sight of the fact that the studies of educational selection are, in a 
fundamental sense, about the distribution of knowledge (Smith, 1971:146). 
Eager to distance themselves from the “old” sociology of education, 
interpretative sociologists are slow to attend to the implications of the fact that 
much of the work of such researchers as Bernstein and Bourdieu, whose interests 
they cite as converging with their own, is rooted in the ‘normative paradigm’. 
The research of Bernstein and Bourdieu, as well as that of Becker, Clark, and 
many others, suggests that the discontinuities between “old” and “new” 
sociology of education are not as dramatic as proponents of the ‘interpretative 
paradigm’ would like to believe. 

The skepticism with which sociologists working within the interpretative 
framework treat administrative definitions of educational problems would seem 
to give them an important degree of intellectual autonomy not present among 
many "traditional" educational researchers, but a situation may well develop in 
which followers of the “new” sociology of education would have an even more 
intimate relationship with the state than their more “conventional” colleagues 
ever enjoyed.*! The microcosmic analyses favored by interpretative sociologists 
are potentially more useful to educational policy-makers than any of the 
macrostructural research carried out by functionalists. Even methodological 
empiricism, said by Gouldner to be particularly well-suited to the research needs 
of the Welfare State, is only of limited usefulness to those who would solve the 
“official” educational problems of the day, for it, too, typically avoids the 
“black box” of schooling. Interpretative sociology, however, focuses precisely 
on those classroom processes that must be understood if there is to be any 
chance of reducing the class and racial differentials in academic achievement that 
concern the administrators of the Welfare State. The structural reforms of the 
educational system that were derived in part from macroscopic research have left 
behavior inside the schools substantially unchanged; even such apparently radical 
structural reforms as abolishing streaming and establishing a common curriculum 
would, as Keddie (1971:156,158) has pointed out, have little effect on the 
hierarchical categories of ability and knowledge that are so damaging to the 
scholastic performance of the “low-ability” working-class student. 


81. Young (1971b:2), as previously noted, remarks that traditional studies of grouping and selection 
procedures treat as “unproblematic ‘what it is to be educated" " and “do little more than provide what is 
often a somewhat questionable legitimacy to the various pressures for administrative and curricular 
‘reform’.” This is an interesting remark in the context of the concerns of the sociology of sociology. Young 
is quick to observe how the “old” sociology of education serves "administrative" interests, but less eager to 
examine how the “new” sociology of education might itself be of use to the Welfare State. It is, in addition, 
quite striking that the examples cited by Young as serving a "legitimation" function, the studies by 
Westergaard and Little (1964) and Lacey ( 1970), actually serve to de-legitimate the existing educational 
system by providing important evidence of class inequalities in educational opportunity. 
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The possibility of an interpretative sociology of education aligned with the 
interests of educational policy-makers is thus apparent. Impelled by the 
problems raised by recent structural reforms in the educational system and by 
the intensity of debate, particularly in Great Britain, over what is to be learned 
in school, government administrators have recently developed a strong interest in 
the content of the educational process; for them, followers of the interpretative 
approach promise to deliver sociologically informed studies of the consequences 
of given types of curricular offerings. The continued existence of massive group 
differences in academic achievement is increasingly unacceptable both politically 
and ideologically. For officials in private and public bureaucracies who would 
like to see these inequalities diminished, the “new” sociology of education offers 
detailed investigations of student-teacher interaction that promise to identify the 
process by which such factors as the “self-fulfilling prophecy" (Rosenthal and 
Jacobson, 1968) influence student performance. If the sociology of education is 
ever to provide a basis for an applied sociology which effectively meets the needs 
of the Welfare State, it may come, paradoxically, neither from the functionalists 
nor from the conflict theorists, but from the “new” sociology of education 
whose point of departure was a criticism of the tendency of previous researchers 
to take the “official” educational problems of the day as their own.9? 

For the moment, however, the interpretative approach does not offer a viable 
alternative for either the policy concerns of the Welfare State or the research 
needs of the sociology of education. Yet even though the promise of a 
“scientific revolution” has been, and is likely to remain, unfulfilled, the 
interpretative perspective on educational research has stimulated controversy in 
the field and has generated a number of new ideas. What is now needed is a 
concerted effort by adherents of the interpretative school to carry out the 
program of empirical research it implies and to link its findings with the 
structural studies that have traditionally dominated the sociology of education 
and that continue to move the subject forward. For despite the existence of 
important differences between the interpretative and normative approaches to 
the sociology of education, it would be deplorable if the heat of polemic made it 
impossible for advocates of each of the two perspectives to recognize the light a 
considered appraisal of their opponents' position could shed on the problems 
that now face educational research. 


82. Andreas M. Kazamias (1972), in a presidential address to the Comparative and International Education 
Society in March 1972 that contains an interesting substantive critique of the use of structural-functional 
theory in educational research, has pointed to the failure of functionalism to meet “what seem to be the 
demands of the market." Here, however, he is referring less to the struggle over research funds than to the 
battle for academic posts. An interest in questions of pedagogy will, it seems, yield not only intellectual 
dividends, but also jobs in a "rapidly shrinking market." Directing his remarks to his fellow comparative 
educationists, Kazamias counsels an intensified concern with the content of education “unless we want 
gradually to fade into oblivion." In addition to potentially serving the research needs of the Welfare State, 
then, the “new” sociology of education may prove to be an impressively salable commodity. 
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THE FUTURE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 


(a) Basil Bernstein: Harbinger of a New Synthesis? 


Bernstein is an outstanding example of one who has made an original 
contribution to the sociology of education that does not hesitate to draw upon 
both the normative and the interpretative approaches. His early work, most 
elaborately expressed in his article “Social Class and Linguistic Development: A 
Theory of Social Learning" (1961), was a contribution to the debate over the 
problem of *educability" and was firmly anchored in the interest of 
“traditional” sociologists of education in finding ways to “prevent the wastage 
of working-class educational potential” (1961:308). ‘Restricted’ and ‘elaborated’ 
linguistic codes were never his only interest, however. The more general problem 
of cultural transmission and change led him to write, beginning in the early 
19605, four little-known papers on changes in the knowledge and organizational 
structures of schools (1975:36). This research adumbrated the emergence of the 
“new” sociology of education, which would place the problems of knowledge 
and educational processes at the center of its сопсегпѕ.8 When, in 1971, his 
article “Оп the Classification and Framing of Educational Knowledge" was first 
published, it was quickly apprehended as a crucial contribution by proponents of 
both “old” and “new” schools of thought in the sociology of education. 

What is perhaps most distinctive about Bernstein's work is his persistent effort 
to integrate micro- and macrocosmic levels of analysis. Bernstein believes in the 
necessity of conducting educational research in such a way as to take account of 
both the ‘structural’ and the ‘interactional’ aspects of social life (1974:155; 
1975:7), and a serious effort in this direction marks the two distinct but 
interrelated strands in his writing: the one concerned with sociolinguistics, 
“which focuses upon the reproduction of class relationships as these shape the 
structure of communication, and its social basis in the family," and the other 
concerned with cultural transmission, which attempts “о sketch the effect of 
class relationships upon the institutionalizing of elaborated codes in the school" 
(1975:1). No matter how intimate the phenomenon being examined, Bernstein 
believes that it should be possible to show how its form and development are 
influenced by the larger patterns of power and control. 

His studies of social class and linguistic codes provide a concrete example of 
an integrated analysis of the structure and the process of class reproduction. 
“The genes of social class," he writes, “тау well be carried less through a genetic 


83. These four articles are published as the first four contributions to Volume III of Bernstein's Class, 
Codes and Control (1975). The other three selections in this volume, which is subtitled “Toward a Theory 
of Educational Transmissions," are “Оп the Classification and Framing of Educational Knowledge,” “Class 
and Pedagogies— Visible and Invisible," and “The Sociology of Education: A Brief Account." 
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code but far more through a communication code that social class itself 
promotes” (1973a:165). The originality of his work lies not so much in its 
detailed descriptions of relationships between class and speech patterns as in its 
analyses of the ways in which social class generates distinct forms of 
communication. For Bernstein, “codes . . . are functions of a particular form of 
social relationship or, more generally, qualities of social structure” (1973а:93). 

The search for the social conditions that give rise to linguistic codes leads 
Bernstein to attempt to link the macroinstitutional features of a given social 
formation with patterns of communication. Social structure is seen primarily as 
a system of class inequality, and the key mechanism by which its effects are 
transmitted linguistically is the family. Family class position is the fundamental 
determinant of linguistic code; the characteristic expressions of membership in 
working-class and middle-class families are, respectively, ‘restricted’ and 
‘elaborated’ codes. Participation in working-class family and community life, in 
which social relations are based upon shared identifications, expectations, and 
assumptions, tends to generate a ‘restricted code’, for the speaker who is sure 
that the listener can take his intentions for granted has little incentive to 
elaborate his meanings and make them explicit and specific. Middle-class culture, 
in contrast, tends to place the “1” over the “we,” and the resultant uncertainty 
that meanings will be intelligible to the listener forces the speaker to select 
among syntactic alternatives and to differentiate his vocabulary 
(1973a: 169-170). The result is the development of an ‘elaborated code’ 
oriented to the communication of highly individuated meanings.9^ 

The class structure also typically gives rise to different family role systems, 
which in turn encourage different modes of communication. In the traditional 
working-class family, in which decision-making is based upon formal status 
(often age and sex), authority derives from ‘positional’ rather than ‘personal’ 
qualities. The role system of such families, in which judgments are based on the 
status of the member rather than on individual qualities, is less likely than that 
of person-oriented families to facilitate the verbal exploration of individual 


84. From Bernstein’s descriptions of the texture of working-class and middle-class life, it is clear that the 
literature to which he refers (1973a:186) is primarily British. Since the class character of British society is 
particularly visible and since class-based differences in speech in Great Britain are unusually acute, it is an 
open question whether Bernstein's sociolinguistic thesis could be applied with the same force to other 
advanced industrial societies such as the United States or the Soviet Union. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine 
that a series of explorations as bold and innovative as Bernstein's studies in the sociology of language could 
have been developed in a society lacking the sharpness of British class relations and the overtness of the 
accompanying linguistic distinctions. That Bernstein himself originates from a poor neighborhood in the 
East End of London and taught in London City Day College, an institution dominated by working-class 
students, gives a personal dimension to the social context in which his research on sociolinguistics emerged 
and perhaps contributes toward an understanding of his unusual sensitivity to the social basis of language. 
Yet the rootedness of Bernstein’s work in British life inevitably raises a troublesome question: to what 
extent are his general formulations on the problem of social class and linguistic codes products of the 
peculiarities of British society and to what extent are they universally applicable? 
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differences, intentions, and motives (1973a: 178-179). As such, positional 
families are likely to promote a ‘closed communication system’, which is 
frequently associated with possession of a ‘restricted сойе”.85 This is not to say, 
however, that an exact fit is postulated among classes, family types, and 
linguistic usage. Positional and personal family types exist in both the middle 
and the working class, and elaborated codes differ from restricted codes within 
as well as between family types. 

Bernstein’s explorations of the social basis of language are imaginative and his 
formulations logically elegant, but they are also plagued by a certain empirical 
elusiveness. The concept of code, for example, is at the center of the 
sociolinguistic thesis, but since codes, as distinct from speech variants, are not 
themselves directly observable (1973:34), it is not clear how far the relationship 
between social class and linguistic code could ever be given any precision. 
Bernstein is well aware of this problem and has suggested that an analysis that 
attempts to identify the causal relationship between class and code should be 
“predictive” and should “‘give rise to measurable criteria for evaluating the 
interrelationships between role systems, forms of social control and linguistic 
orientations" (1973a:176). The effort by Bernstein and his collaborators to 
operationalize these concepts continues in an impressive if little-known body of 
empirical research.*6 

Despite the empirical difficulties of Bernstein's formulation of the problem of 
class, codes, and educability, his research on sociolinguistics has been widely 
cited to explain the relatively poor academic performance of working-class 
school children. This interpretation is not a misreading of Bernstein's thesis; 
there are repeated assertions in Volume I of Class, Codes and Control that the 
failure of working-class pupils to possess an elaborated code (called, in the earlier 
chapters, a “formal language") is intimately related to their low scholastic 
achievement (1973а:55—60, 159, 175, 221). Bernstein's model of the process 
that leads to differential academic performance emphasizes the distinction 
between working-class life, which often limits children who experience it to a 
restricted code, and the school, which demands a set of aptitudes embodied in 
an elaborated code. Restricted codes, which are embedded in a local context, 
encourage particularistic meanings; elaborated codes, less tied to a specific social 
context, tend to promote universalistic meanings (1973a:200). A consequence 


85. For a detailed account of Bernstein's typology of positional and person-oriented families, which are by 
no means simply to be identified with restricted and elaborated codes, much less with the working class and 
the middle class, see his article, “А Sociolinguistic Approach to Socialization: With Some Reference to 
Educability” (1973a:165-192). This article attempts to identify not only the social origins of linguistic 
codes and family role systems, but also the structural factors that account for change. 

86. Those interested in the empirical work of Bernstein and his collaborators should consult the series of 
books on “Primary Socialization, Language and Education” published by Routledge and Kegan Paul under 
the general editorship of Bernstein. For lucid discussions of Bernstein’s work in general, see Lawton (1968) 
and Cherkaoui (1975). 


EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: А REVIEW AND AN INTERPRETATION 65 


of having one’s experience mediated by a restricted rather than an elaborated 
code is orientation “to a less complex conceptual hierarchy and so to a lower 
order of causality.” In Bernstein’s view, “the relative backwardness of many 
working-class children . . . may well be culturally induced backwardness 
transmitted by the linguistic process” (1973a:175). 

This sociolinguistic thesis would seem to have affinities with the theory of 
“cultural deprivation,” even though any equation of the two formulations is 
denied by Bernstein. In a much-cited article entitled “Education Cannot 
Compensate for Society” (1970), he attacks the concepts of compensatory 
education, which, he argues, misleadingly direct attention away from the failings 
of schools onto the alleged deficiencies of children and their families. Instead of 
trying to “compensate” for something that is missing in the family, we should 
focus our energies on the internal organization of the school and on its 
educational context. If we fail to do so, we will inevitably be led to conceive of 
the problem in terms of linguistic and cultural deprivation—a formulation that, 
in its encouragement of the tendency to label working-class and minority 
children as deficient, is a part of the very problem it sets out to resolve. 

Later in his critique of compensatory education, however, Bernstein puts 
forward an explanation of the problems faced by “disadvantaged” children in 
school that sounds strikingly similar to the thesis of cultural deprivation. After 
reiterating the contrast between a context-bound, particularistic, restricted code 
and a context-free, universalistic, elaborated code, Bernstein states that “the 
school is necessarily concerned with the transmission and development of 
universalistic orders of meaning.” From this perspective, the “problem of 
educability . . . can be understood in terms of a confrontation between a) the 
school’s universalistic orders of meaning and the social relationships which 
generate them, and b) the particularistic orders of meanings and the social 
relationships which generate them, which the child brings with him to the 
school” (1970:346). Bernstein then goes on to point to the form of transmission 
as a further handicap to working-class children. “Thus the working-class child 
may be placed at a considerable disadvantage in relation to the total culture of 
the school. It is not made for him: he may not answer to it." 

But since the school is necessarily trying to convey "un-common sense," 
universalistic knowledge, it seems clear that pupils endowed with a code that 
orients them to particularistic meanings would be deficient compared to their 
middle-class counterparts. Unpalatable as it may be, the logic of Bernstein's 
sociolinguistic thesis leads inexorably to the conclusion that those whose 
experience is regulated by a restricted code are, in terms of the demands 
necessarily placed on them by the school, linguistically deprived. 

Bernstein tries to soften the implications of working-class linguistic inferiority 
by stating that there “5 nothing, but nothing, in the (working-class) dialect as 
such, which prevents a child from internalising and learning to use universalistic 
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meanings” (1970:347). But while this may be true, it is neither documented nor 
demonstrated. In a postscript to Class, Codes and Control published in 1973, he 
again tries to deal with the problem of linguistic deprivation by reprinting a 
number of remarks from earlier papers that point to the force and beauty of a 
restricted code and to its rich communicative potential (1973а:272—275). Yet as 
Harold Rosen notes, ‘‘remarks of this sort are always essentially parenthetic in 
the sense that they are never explored and they are made in a context which 
explores tirelessly and intricately what the restricted code cannot do" (Rosen, 
1974:78).87 Finally, in the introduction to Volume III of Class, Codes and 
Control, Bernstein returns again to the specter of working-class linguistic 
inferiority. After reiterating his opposition to those who view working-class 
children, families, and communities “аѕ so many pathological deficit systems,” 
he admits that he finds himself “іп the position of stating that working-class 
children, especially lower working-class children, relative to middle-class 
children, are crucially disadvantaged, given the way class relationships affect 
both the family and the school” (1975:27–28). Within the framework of the 
existing class system, then, it would seem to follow that working-class children 
lack something useful (an elaborated code made available to them “‘as ап 
essential part of their socialization within the family”) that most middle-class 
children possess. 58 

Thus Bernstein is in the anomalous position of attacking the theory of 
cultural deficit while at the same time providing meticulous descriptions of the 
ways in which the working-class sub-culture militates against the academic 


87. Rosen’s critique of Bernstein, which examines his work in painstaking detail, points out that the 
sociolinguistic thesis directs its attention to the home rather than to that “vast area of critical working-class 
experience, the encounter with exploitation at the place of work and the response to it” and thus ignores 
the potential effect of political struggle on the use of language (1974:68, 70). Rosen favorably cites Labov, 
whose article, “The Logic of Non-Standard English” (1970), provides a graphic textual analysis of 
Afro-American dialect that refutes the notion that the speech of ghetto blacks is a non-logical mode of 
communication reflecting failure to understand the tacit rules of the linguistic system. Unfortunately, 
however, Labov’s illuminating exploration of black dialect contains an ill-advised attack on Bernstein, 
whom he associates with the view that “Negro children have no language at all" (Labov, 1970:156). This is 
clearly a distortion of Bernstein’s work, which has in any case been concerned with the effects of class 
rather than race on language, but such a misunderstanding would probably not have occurred were there 
not some passages in Bernstein that express a sharply negative view of the language of the “lower working 
class." 

88. In contrast to Bernstein, Marxists, whose commitment to the interests of the working class is inherent 
in their theory of society, are quite willing to recognize that it is preferable to possess an elaborated code. 
Levitas, an orthodox British Marxist, states that if "one type of linguistic equipment facilitates better 
performance than another in the school situation and prepares more successfully for a wider range of social 
probabilities, it is not merely different but better." In his view, Bernstein's “relativism” is misguided, for to 
“expose the various ways in which the proletariat is short-changed and kept subordinate is not to label it as 
inferior—it is to designate the modes of its oppression" (Levitas, 1974:144—149). In the Soviet Union itself, 
a theory indistinguishable from that of "cultural deprivation" has been developed to explain persistent class 
differentials in academic performance; like their counterparts in the capitalist world, Soviet sociologists 
point to “cultural level” and “family traditions" as determinants of scholastic achievement (Yanowitch and 


Dodge, 1968:252). 
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achievement of children who originate in it. Resolution of this dilemma is to be 
found, in our view, in the work of a great sociological theorist whose writings 
Bernstein has hitherto neglected—Max Weber. Weber has shown in his essay “Тһе 
Chinese Literati” (1972:230—241) that the ideal of the cultivated man that is 
held up in a given society is an outcome of the power of the dominant social 
group to universalize its particular cultural ideal. There is an element of 
arbitrariness in the determination of which “ways of thought” and bodies of 
knowledge will determine educational prestige; depending, for example, on 
whether there is a rational bureaucratic or a patrimonial "structure of 
domination,” the prevailing educational ideal will promote the ascent of 
“specialist” or “cultivated” types of man. Bernstein himself approaches this 
perspective when he writes that “the definition of ‘educability’ is itself at any 
one time, an attenuated consequence of . . . power relationships" (1970:347), 
but this abstract formulation lacks the vividness of Weber's historical writing. If 
dominant social groups have the power to determine what is valued in the 
educational system at a particular historical juncture, it would not be surprising 
to find that subordinate social groups are “deficient” in terms of criteria set by 
the powerful.8? The children of the middle class may have more ‘cultural 
capital’ than the children of the working class, but Weber would have been quick 
to note that their “superiority” is ultimately based on power to determine what 
is admissible as ‘cultural capital’. 

If Bernstein’s efforts to answer those who criticized him for implicitly 
supporting the theory of cultural deprivation have never produced a fully 
satisfactory response, they have nonetheless impelled him to engage in a critical 
reassessment of his work that has proved immensely fruitful. One of the 
consequences of this reexamination was already visible in his criticism of 
compensatory education (1970:347), for in it he noted the need to examine the 
social assumptions and power relationships “underlying the organization, 
distribution, and evaluation of knowledge.” Bernstein had, of course, long been 
interested in the question of cultural and social transmission, but this was the 
first time that he had explicitly raised the issue of the social basis of knowledge. 
Scant attention, in his view, had been paid to this general problem compared to 
what had been paid to the applied problem of the factors affecting educability 


89. To give this formulation greater concreteness, it would be illuminating to conduct a historical study 
of pre- and post-Revolutionary China. Now that proletarian and peasant cultural ideas hold sway in the 
Chinese educational system, bourgeois children, whose cultural background promotes neither ideological 
“redness” nor such valued personal traits as cooperativeness and eagerness to engage in manual labor, may 
be “culturally deficient” in terms of the values embodied in Chinese schools. In the United States, an 
interesting historical example of the capacity of a dominant social group to impose a set of educational 
ideals that served its own particular interests was the successful effort by Anglo-Saxon elites to limit the 
number of Jews in Ivy League institutions in the 1920s and 1930s by instituting a quota system that was 
justified on the grounds that academic performance, at which Jews excelled, must not lead admissions 
officers to ignore such important if intangible qualities as “character” (see Steinberg, 1971). 
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(1973a:37), and his own work has become increasingly concerned with the 
transmission of knowledge through formal education. His recent writings on this 
theme, though expressing interests similar to those of the “new” sociology of 
education, belong neither to the interpretative nor to the normative approach. 
Instead, Bernstein has, with characteristic originality, drawn on both schools in 
an attempt to integrate structural and interactional analysis. The result is a series 
of bold explorations into the content of the educational process that, in their 
effort to relate what goes on in school to larger structures of power and control, 
point the way toward a potential new synthesis in the sociology of education. 

Bernstein’s “Оп the Classification and Framing of Educational Knowledge" 
(1975:85—115) was a seminal contribution to the study of educational 
institutions as agents of cultural transmission. In it he considers the three major 
concerns of researchers working within the interpretative framework: 
curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation. For Bernstein, as for the “new” 
sociologists of education, these three ‘message systems’ are inextricably 
intertwined with the problem of educational knowledge: “Curriculum defines 
what counts as valid knowledge, pedagogy defines what counts as a valid 
transmission of knowledge, and evaluation defines what counts as a valid 
realization of this knowledge on the part of the taught” (1975:85). Knowledge, 
however, is not passed on in a social vacuum; wider patterns of power and 
control penetrate the educational process at every turn. To discover these 
underlying principles of power and control Bernstein constructed two concepts: 
classification and framing. 

Classification is concerned with the social organization of knowledge; its focus 
is the curriculum and it refers above all to the “degree of boundary maintenance 
between contents” (1975:83). Framing, on the other hand, is about the 
teacher-student relationship; its emphasis is on classroom interaction and it 
refers in particular “to the degree of control teacher and pupil possess over the 
selection, organization, pacing and timing of the knowledge transmitted and 
received in the pedagogical relationship” (1975:89). Both concepts encompass 
elements of power and control. Strong classification, for example, implies the 
existence of social actors who have the power to enforce sharp boundaries 
between different contents and, at the same time, fosters a specialized and 
hierarchical conception of knowledge that leads to the formation of highly 
specific identities and hence to control from within (1975:90, 96). 

Using the concepts of classification and framing as his point of departure, 
Bernstein (1975:90—111) postulates a broad historical trend from a “collection 
code” (in which contents are sharply insulated from one another) to an 
“integrated code” (in which contents stand in an open relationship to one 
another). The ideas of classification and framing are, he notes, theoretical 
concepts, and their application “requires at every point empirical evidence" 
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(1975:112). High among the empirical priorities of investigators working within 
this framework would be the analysis of the origins and consequences of specific 
combinations of classification and frames. , 

These theories of cultural transmission and change are illustrated empirically 
in a recent article, “Class and Pedagogies: Visible and Invisible" (1975:116— 
145)—a brilliant if untidy investigation of the social basis of British preschool 
(infant school) pedagogy. Bernstein shows that the open classroom, thought by 
its proponents to be universally progressive, actually reflects the life situation of 
a particular social group—the new middle class. The organizing concept of what 
Bernstein calls the “invisible pedagogy” is that of play; it is not only the basis of 
evaluation of the child’s progress, but also the core of its learning theory. One of 
the distinguishing features of the invisible pedagogy is its refusal to distinguish 
work from play (i.e., these two phenomena are weakly classified and weakly 
framed). Since in the working class work and play are distinguished very sharply 
indeed, its children are at a disadvantage in the free atmosphere of the open 
classroom. For the children of the new middle class, however, the invisible 
pedagogy is a natural expression of the intermingling of work and play that 
characterizes both the work situation of their parents and the cultural style of 
their homes. 

“Class and Pedagogies: Visible and Invisible” is not, however, most 
fundamentally about a conflict between the middle class and the working class, 
but rather about a struggle within the middle class. Drawing on the work of 
Bourdieu, Bernstein distinguishes between the property-owning middle class, 
whose reproduction depends upon the transmission of physical capital, and the 
non-property-owning new middle class, whose privileges depend upon the 
transmission of cultural capital. Earlier, Bernstein had referred to a shift from 
the production of goods to the production of services that has modified the 
structure of the middle class; more recently, he has referred to two fractions of 
the middle class—one that reproduces itself through ownership and control of 
capital and another that maintains its position by controlling the dominant 
forms of communication (1975:16—17). Because of their differing positions in 
the system of production, these two segments of the middle class have divergent 
ideologies of pedagogy, and a conflict over cultural transmission develops. At 
stake in this conflict, however, is not the system of class relationships itself, but 
the form of its reproduction (1975:121). Neither the visible nor the invisible 
pedagogy—both of which originate in the social situation of two fractions of the 
middle class—is likely to serve the interests of the lower working class 
(1975:191). 

There is a Marxist element in Bernstein’s analysis of the class basis of 
educational ideologies that is responsible for the unusual force of his most recent 
attempt to combine the analysis of educational transmission with that of power 
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and control. The Marxist tradition, transmitted in part by the radical wing of the 
“old” sociology of education, has influenced Bernstein’s belief in the primacy of 
the class structure in shaping social consciousness and in distributing knowledge 
within society (1973a:196—199). Nevertheless it would be misleading to describe 
Bernstein as a Marxist. He is aware of the far-reaching consequences of a system 
of structured inequality and he recognizes the existence of class conflict. But he 
has conducted his research, with the possible exception of his article on class and 
pedagogy, within the framework of an essentially functionalist theory of society. 

In recent years, however, Bernstein has shown signs of moving toward a 
thoroughgoing confrontation with Marxism, and such an effort, which would 
entail an attempt to integrate his theory of education and cultural transmission 
with the Marxist analysis of the place of the educational system in the larger 
social structure, would be a highly productive enterprise. Bernstein’s analysis of 
the class basis of the invisible pedagogy might, for example, be developed in 
relation to the Marxist theory of the correspondence between the social relations 
of production and the social relations of the classroom. As Bernstein himself 
observes, “а major defect of the class and pedagogies paper is the very imprecise 
specification of what is called the new middle class” (1975:16).9? Similarly, 
Bernstein's provocative if loose use of the concept of contradiction could be 
analyzed in comparison with Marxist usage. If for Bernstein (1975:123) the 
contradictory position of the new middle class is exemplified by the tension 
between its search for variety and expression and the reality of a hierarchical 
division of labor, a Marxist would tend to see the contradiction as one stemming 
from its intermediate position between the ruling class and the working class. It 
is unlikely indeed that a Marxist would see the theories of members of the new 
class as being, in Bernstein's (1975:123) words, “а! variance with their objective 
class relationship"; instead, he would seek the roots of the ambiguity of the 
theory of open schooling in the conflicting demands placed upon a social group 
that is at once relatively privileged and increasingly proletarianized (see Bowles 
and Gintis, 1976). 

Yet if Bernstein's perspective differs at some points from the Marxist 
viewpoint, it is similar at many others, as for example in his recent remark that 
“work and education cannot be integrated at the level of social principles in class 
societies," but can only be separated or made to "fit with each other"?! 


90. For a neo-Marxist analysis of the structural position of the new middle class, see Miles (1974). 

91. Further evidence that Bernstein's work, particularly in recent years, has come to converge with the 
Marxist perspective is provided by the striking similarity of his analysis of the invisible pedagogy with 
Gintis's analysis of the open classroom. In a review of Silberman's study, Crisis in the Classroom, Gintis 
(1971b) concludes that the model of open education that Silberman advocates is suited not to the interests 
of the Working class, but rather to those of an expanding new middle class that wishes to give to its children 
the degree of autonomy and flexibility required for the occupation of relatively privileged positions in the 
hierarchical social division of labor. Gintis, it should be noted, not only comes to a conclusion essentially 
identical to Bernstein's; he also proceeds by the same method—class analysis of the social basis of 


educational ideologies. 
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(1975:135). What remains, however, is for him to go beyond convergence and to 
attempt a synthesis between his own work, which draws widely upon both the 
interpretative and the functionalist schools, and the research of the Marxist and 
Weberian conflict theorists.?? A successful synthesis would not be a mere 
compromise among competing schools of thought, but an original and internally 
coherent formulation marking a decisive advance in the sociology of education. 
Marxists portray education as an arena of class struggle, and this perspective, 
which has already shed light on numerous historical conflicts over the structure 
of the educational system, may also be an appropriate framework for answering 
one of the main unresolved problems of Bernstein's work—how it is that “power 
relationships penetrate the organization, distribution and evaluation of 
knowledge through the social context" (Bernstein, 1970:347). 


(b) The Contribution of Émile Durkheim: A Reassessment 


The possibilities of theoretical and empirical advance through a synthesis of 
Marxist, Weberian, and Bernsteinian views of social and educational change are 
manifold. But there can be no denying that Bernstein's research on the sociology 
of linguistic codes and on the organization of educational knowledge has been 
informed by a powerful structural theory of society developed from Émile 
Durkheim, to whom Bernstein repeatedly acknowledges his debt (1973a:36, 
194; 1975:7, 17-18). 

Thus Durkheim's The Division of Labor in Society is taken as a point of 
departure by Bernstein for his theory that an increase in the complexity of the 
division of labor (i.e., a movement from mechanical to organic solidarity) is 
accompanied by a shift from restricted to elaborated codes. At the same time, 
the movement in economic production from goods to services will affect the 
type of elaborated code available by favoring the growth of the “person- 
oriented” mode over the “object-oriented” mode (1973а:169–173).73 Again, in 


92. One of the strengths of such a synthesis would be that it would bring together two highly complemen- 
tary but mutually unaware schools of thought—the conflict and the interpretative approaches. Strangely 
enough, the two paradigms have waged war against common enemies—functionalist theory and methodo- 
logical empiricism—without ever coordinating their critiques. The conflict theory of education is, of course, 
essentially a macrostructural approach, and this will doubtless displease some interpretative sociologists. 
But for most followers of the “пем” sociology of education what is wrong with the normative paradigm is 
not so much that it is macrosociological as that it is basically conservative. Since the same can hardly be said 
of the conflict approach, whose radicalism resonates with the political sentiments of most interpretative 
sociologists, it seems likely that the neo-Marxist investigations of American researchers will be received 
sympathetically by the British apostles of a *new" sociology of education. The dialogue that will result 
from a confrontation of the two theories, one primarily macrosociological and the other essentially 
microsociological, may do much to promote the unification of the structural and interactional levels of 
analysis about which Bernstein is so concerned. 

93. Were it possible to operationalize the concepts of ‘restricted’ and ‘elaborated’ codes, it would, in 
principle, be possible to provide empirical tests of the hypothesis that an increase in complexity of the 
division of labor is accompanied by (a) a shift from restricted to elaborated codes and (b) a shift from the 
object-oriented to the person-oriented mode of the elaborated code. 
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his “Open Schools—Open Society?” (1975:67—75), Bernstein links the 
ideological trend from “closed” to “open” schools to changing patterns of social 
integration and social control that are reflected in the historical movement from 
mechanical to organic forms of social solidarity. More recently, in his essay on 
class and pedagogies, Bernstein has yet again found conceptual inspiration in 
Durkheim's work on the division of labor, developing a distinction between 
individualized and personalized organic solidarity (1975:121). These two forms 
of organic solidarity correspond, respectively, to visible and invisible pedagogies. 

Durkheim's ultimate contribution to the sociology of education, however, 
may reside less in The Division of Labor in Society than in his research on 
education itself, and, in particular, in a magnificent but neglected work— 
L'évolution pédagogique en France (1969).°* This book, which was originally 
delivered as a series of lectures in 1904—1905 at the University of Paris, was not 
published until 1938. The analysis contained therein, while focusing on the content 
of the educational process, never loses sight of the social context in which a given 
educational system is situated. Durkheim looked at education in France from 
the period of the “primitive church" to that of the Third Republic, exploring 
the history of what the French call les idées pédagogiques—a concept that 
includes not only the formal curriculum, but also the way in which the 
knowledge it embodies is transmitted and evaluated. This interest is obviously 
close to that of the “new” sociology of education, but whereas interpretative 
sociologists have talked of showing how larger patterns of power and control 
penetrate the process of schooling and the structure of educational knowledge, 
Durkheim demonstrated 1.9% In so doing, he provided a unified analysis of the 
structure and process of educational transmission that may well serve as a model 
for future research in the sociology of education. 

Durkheim's method in L'évolution pédagogique en France is historical; for 
him, “it is only in carefully studying the past that we will be able to predict the 


94. Also worthy of attention are Durkheim's Education and Sociology (1956) and Moral Education 
(1961). These works, as Foster has noted (1973:92), have had little direct effect on the sociology of 
education, but their influence is clearly apparent on such figures as Parsons (1959) and Dreeben (1968). 
Durkheim (1956:98), in discussing the methodology of educational research, argued that the comparative 
approach should be one of the fundamental methods of the sociology of education. His advice has been 
generally ignored, and the resulting provincialism has had damaging consequences for the theoretical and 
empirical development of the discipline. For one of the few studies that successfully integrate the generally 
descriptive concerns of comparative education with the more theoretical interests of the sociology of 
education, see Foster's Education and Social Change in Ghana (1965). See also Dore's (1965) study of 
Education in Tokugawa Japan. Dore's study has the rare distinction since Durkheim of relating the content 
of education to social structure and social change. 

95. Ironically, M.F.D. Young (1971b:31), in his article on curricula as socially-organized knowledge, writes 
that Durkheim's "specific works on education, apart from the emphasis on the social nature of curricula 
and pedagogy, are not very helpful." An intimate acquaintance with the intellectual heritage of their own 
discipline is relatively rare among the apostles of the new sociology of education, who, at times, seem to be 
suffering from a convenient form of historical amnesia. 
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future and to understand the present” (1969:16).°° His insistence on the 
historical approach to sociology may come as a surprise to those who have been 
taught, as many in the Anglo-Saxon world are, that Suicide is his most 
representative work, but it is impossible to understand his evolutionism without 
appreciating that it derived in part from a historical analysis of human 
institutions. Despite what is often said about functionalist sociology, there is in 
Durkheim a theory of social change, a theory based on increases in the 
complexity of the division of labor. As for educational change, he saw the 
educational system as an essentially dependent set of social institutions that 
change when the social structure in which they are located changes. 

There are a number of historical analyses of educational change in L'évolution 
pédagogique en France, but perhaps the most remarkable is Durkheim's 
examination of the social basis of pedagogical ideals during the Renaissance 
(1969:194—260). A generalization sets the stage for his analysis of educational 
change during the Renaissance: “а pedagogical transformation is always the 
result and the sign of a social transformation that explains it" (1969:194). The 
precipitating social change, according to Durkheim, was the rise of “polite 
society"—a phenomenon rooted in the economic growth of the late Middle Ages, 
which encouraged the development of a taste for a luxurious and elegant life not 
only among the aristocracy but also among the increasingly powerful 
bourgeoisie. Accordingly, the new educational ideals, which emphasized elegance 
in speech and writing, reflected a desire, especially common among a bourgeoisie 
whose social distance from the aristocracy was constantly diminishing, for 
“polish” and “refinement.” The distinctive feature of the curriculum of 
Renaissance education was its almost exclusive reliance on the study of classical 
civilization. Through the study of ancient Greek and Roman literature, one was 
to develop the type of cultivated social personality suitable for taking one's 
place in polite society. Essentially aristocratic in spirit, the pedagogy of the 
Renaissance embodied a class ideology that did not and could not respond to the 
needs of the masses. Making rhetoric the foremost of its scholarly disciplines, it 
could only develop qualities geared to a life of luxury totally detached from the 
necessities of life that preoccupied the great majority of the population 
(Durkheim, 1969:238–239). 

In studying the evolution of French education Durkheim was concerned with 
both the content of schooling and the methods by which it was to be 
transmitted. In an elaborate examination of the educational institutions run by 
the Jesuits, Durkheim (1969:260—303) uncovered the principles of social control 
implicit in their pedagogical system. Renowned for the rigorous discipline of 


96. This translation and those that follow are ours. A complete English translation by Peter Collins of 
L'évolution pédagogique en France will soon be published by Routledge and Kegan Paul of London. 
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their schools, the Jesuits relied on two techniques for the maintenance of order 
in the classroom: constant and personal surveillance and the encouragement of 
emulation. The individual attention given to each student not only enabled the 
Jesuit priest to adapt his tutorial technique to diverse personal needs, but also, 
by providing him with an intimate knowledge of the student’s personality, 
helped him to find effective ways of inculcating the teachings of the Church 
(1969:296—297). Promotion of the ethic of emulation, embodied in the 
structure of the classroom by its division into two hierarchical camps (modeled 
on the Roman Army and complete with consuls, praetors, tribunes, and 
senators), served to pit one student against another and thus to encourage 
individual striving for academic excellence. 

The emphasis in both these principles of discipline on manipulation of the 
individual was not, in Durkheim’s view, an arbitrary Jesuit invention, but rather 
an outgrowth of a historical trend in civil society toward individualization—a 
trend that could be traced to the humanism of the early Renaissance 
(1969:301—302). With the growth of self-conscious individualism in the 
sixteenth century, the group techniques of scholastic discipline that had been 
characteristic of the Middle Ages could no longer be maintained. In their place 
emerged the individualistic tutorial control of the Jesuits. 

Whether he was examining the monastic schools of the Carolingian epoch or 
the secular lycées of the period immediately following the French Revolution, 
Durkheim pursued a method designed to show the connections between changes 
in pedagogical ideals and practices and changes in the larger society. Though 
occasionally somewhat crude and mechanistic, L'évolution pédagogique en 
France provides an unequalled example of the way in which it is possible, and 
indeed necessary, to integrate microcosmic and macrocosmic levels of 
sociological analysis. No sociologist of education has yet surpassed—in depth or 
in breadth —this investigation of the relationship between social structure and the 
process of educational transmission, written more than seventy years ago. This is 
a sobering commentary on the subsequent history of educational research; more 
than anything else, perhaps, it suggests that such inquiries, which Durkheim 
undertook as part and parcel of the sociological enterprise, are now widely 
considered scientifically illegitimate in the highly specialized and profes- 
sionalized community of sociological researchers. 


(c) Dilemmas of Educational Research 


What then are the contemporary substitutes for the bold investigations of a 
Durkheim? All too often they have been the careful but limited studies of 
abstracted empiricism—an approach that often allows methodology to determine 
its problems (Mills, 1959:57) while vainly hoping that the quest for statistical 
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rigor can somehow substitute for a lack of theoretical imagination. Whether this 
approach, which now predominates in many professional journals of sociological 
and educational research, is likely to move the sociology of education forward is 
not at all evident; even researchers with empirical credentials as unimpeachable 
as those of Clark (1973) and Foster (1973) have begun to ask whether the 
proliferation of highly technical but atheoretical studies of schooling and social 
stratification will lead to significant advances in educational research. Yet 
small-scale empirical studies continue to pile up while questions of broader 
theoretical interest remain unexplored. In the face of a pervasive belief that it is 
impossible to examine admittedly important problems in a scientifically 
meaningful way, sociologists of education retreat into the study of “safe” if 
uninspired questions. Caution rather than curiosity is the order of the day, and 
expressions of intellectual initiative are dismissed as evidence of a lack of 
methodological realism. It is no wonder, then, that studies of the sweep of 
Durkheim’s L’évolution pédagogique en France no longer appear. The timidity 
of the ambitions that we still dare to harbor is one measure of our distance from 
the promise of the classical tradition. 

In a period in which educational researchers of sharply divergent perspectives 
rely increasingly on funds from government agencies, it is worthwhile to 
remember that the only facility upon which Durkheim was dependent was one 
which is available even to those unfortunate researchers who lack special 
funding—the library. As the number of sociologists of education who believe 
that it is impossible to conduct an investigation without access to expensive 
academic “hardware” (whether it be the video equipment favored by 
interpretative sociologists or the computers preferred by methodological 
empiricists) grows ever larger, one can envisage a possible state of affairs in 
which studies based on the use of existing materials will not be considered 
research at all. 

Yet mountains of extraordinarily rich data remain unmined, even as ever more 
numerous investigators gather still more information. And there are many 
published studies—often of limited significance in themselves—that could, if 
scrutinized from a theoretical perspective, provide the basis for important 
advances in the sociology of education. Contemporary fashions in academic 
social science put "secondary analysis" low on their list of priorities. Yet, 
unfashionable as it may be to say so, an increase in the amount of time spent in 
the library by sociologists of education might be more profitable than the 
continued accumulation of studies with, in all too many cases, neither empirical 
nor theoretical significance. 

Despite the trend toward ever larger and more expensive studies, some 
educational researchers have continued to follow the model of the individual 
craftsman and have accordingly been obstructed by little other than personal 
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limitations in their effort to do work of the highest quality. But this model of 
research has less and less appeal in a period when quantitative studies conducted 
by renowned social scientists set standards that less well-known researchers wish 
to emulate. In educational research, this process is fairly well advanced, for 
government support has enhanced the already high status of the large-scale 
survey studies that have always been prominent in the field. As control of the 
process of social scientific research shifts from individual craftsmen to organized 
and more or less bureaucratized public and private agencies, educational 
researchers as well as other social scientists are in danger of being “expropriated” 
from their means of intellectual production (Mills, 1959:106). Sadly enough, the 
community of educational researchers, a substantial part of which has become 
convinced that it is impossible to conduct serious research in the absence of large 
sums of money, has itself been deeply involved in this process of expropriation. 

On the other hand, a return to the ideal of intellectual craftsmanship, though 
possible for some, is not a viable solution to the problem of financial 
dependency on outside agencies. Such a movement would in any case deny to 
the discipline the fruits of recent developments in research technology, which, 
whatever their limitations, nonetheless enable empirical research to be carried 
out with a precision heretofore impossible. Nor is it possible to return to the 
traditional ideal of intellectual autonomy. This rather idealistic and unsociologi- 
cal view of the nature of the research enterprise with its image of the detached 
social scientist cannot be sustained. What is possible, however, is for educational 
researchers to show greater awareness of the inherently social character of their 
own work and of the distortions this inevitably imposes. A reflexive 
sociology cannot, as Gouldner has noted (1971:486), determine whether a given 
piece of research is true or false, but it can help us to understand its deeper 
character. 

Ultimately, however, there can be no solution to the problem of socially 
induced distortions in the study of education, for to "resolve" the problem 
would be to wrench educational research from its social context—clearly an 
impossibility. Since the origins of truth as well as of error can be traced in 
considerable part to the social setting in which research takes place, it should be 
recognized that the effects of external influence on the sociology of education 
are by no means uniformly negative. Instead of formulating the problem in 
terms of a false dichotomy between *pure" and “‘contaminated” educational 
research, a more productive way of confronting the issue would be to attempt to 
identify the extent and direction of distortion by external influences. 

We have tried to explore these influences in this essay. They are many and 
subtle and they emanate from within as well as from without the educational 
research community. Governmental finance provides crucial support, but may 
also bend the activities of scholars away from their own priorities and towards 
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applied, atheoretical, quantitative studies in the service of the policy 
preoccupations of the ruling powers. To what extent we should think of such 
influences as distortions depends on our assessment of the governmental interest 
itself and its relation to whatever we deem to be the public interest. But that 
state patronage carries a threat to the integrity of social science cannot be 
denied. The traditional role of the social scientist as critic of the social order has 


always to be defended if it is to survive. 


In attempting to identify the effects of social context on educational research, 
we have referred to bureaucratization within the organization of research, to 
biases growing out of the experience of particular generations, to the 
blandishments of service to dominant powers, and to the prejudices that come 
from commitment to particular ideologies or social groups. Perhaps we should 
have attended more to other influences—for example, the connection of so much 
teaching and research in the sociology of education to the institutions of teacher 
training and to the educational world itself, with its characteristic ideologies of 
reformist improvement.” Different groups of researchers and different 
theoretical approaches each have their peculiar weaknesses to sources of error, 
and no approach can hope to monopolize the pursuit of truth. The educational 
researcher, in short, cannot fully liberate himself from his social context. His 
realistic hope, and his duty to the best traditions of his calling, is to achieve 
greater awareness of the social character of his activity and thereby to attenuate 


the limitations of his social position. 


97. See Bernbaum (1976) for an elaboration of this theme. 
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EDUCATION AND 
SOCIAL STRUCTURE 


Emile Durkheim (1858-1917), alone among the great figures of classical sociology, offered an 
analysis of the educational process as a crucial part of his general theory of society. He was 
concerned with the origins and consequences of those moral values that were, in his view, the 
foundation of social order, and he studied educational institutions in order to illuminate the 
process that held society together. Education was the means by which society perpetuated 
itself. But it also had a more complex role; an evolutionist both philosophically and 
politically, Durkheim believed that educational change was not only an important reflection 
of underlying structural and cultural change, but also an active agent in that process. 

From this perspective, no analysis of stability and change in a given society could be complete 
without a careful examination of its educational system. 

It is little known that Durkheim, the first sociologist ever to hold a chair at the University 
of Paris, did not enter the Sorbonne as a sociologist at all. Sociology was struggling to 
establish itself at the turn of the century; it was not at first accepted at the Sorbonne, and 
indeed, according to Durkheim’s student Maurice Halbwachs, Durkheim was able to introduce 
it only in his capacity as Professor of Pedagogy.’ On taking his position at the University of 
Paris, Durkheim delivered several memorable series of lectures, which earned him his status as 
the founder of the sociology of education. Yet if Durkheim is, by common assent, the 
Founding Father of the effort to study educational institutions scientifically, his own writings 
on the subject have had peculiarly little influence on subsequent educational research. To be 
sure, a part of Durkheim’s heritage has been transmitted indirectly—a reader of Parsons’s 
now classic essay “The School Class as a Social System,”? for example, could hardly miss the 
enormous debt Parsons owes to Durkheim’s Education and Sociology. But apart from a 
sprinkling of ritual references, the effects of this highly original work on later research in the 
sociology of education have been negligible. 

Nor has Durkheim’s Moral Education, which has been available in English translation since 
1961, had much discernible impact on educational research. There are, indeed, a number of 


1. Introduction to Emile Durkheim, L'évolution pédagogique en France (Paris: Presses universitaires de 
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arguments in Moral Education that have a distinctly anachronistic ring, but beneath the 
book’s relentless moralism and its rudimentary psychology lies a penetrating analysis of the 
school classroom as an agent of socialization. In a period in which research in the sociology of 
education is marked by a proliferation of studies of the school as a “social system,”* it would 
be unfortunate if the first sociological analysis of the classroom as a small society continued 
to be ignored. 

Less well known in the Anglo-Saxon world than either Education and Sociology or Moral 
Education is the book that is by far Durkheim’s greatest contribution to the sociology of 
education—L évolution pédagogique en France. Not published in France until two decades 
after Durkheim’s death, it is composed of a series of twenty-seven lectures given by Durkheim 
at the Sorbonne in 1904—1905 for a course on the history of French education. From this ` 
book, hitherto unavailable in English (except for a brief excerpt published in Anthony 
Giddens's collection of Durkheim’s writings* ), we have included a newly-translated selection 
on Renaissance and Jesuit education (Chapter 2). A complete translation of L'évolution 
pédagogique en France is now scheduled for publication, and its appearance in English should 
help to establish this long-neglected work as a classic contribution to the sociology of 
education.* 

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of the book is, as we suggested in our introduction, the 
exemplary way in which Durkheim combines his analysis of the content of the educational 
process with an examination of the place of the educational system in the larger social 
structure. For Durkheim, it is impossible to understand changes in curriculum and pedagogy 
without analyzing the broader social movements that generated them. This is seen clearly in 
his analysis of the pedagogical ideals of the Renaissance, which he traces to structural changes, 
particularly in class relations, occurring in late medieval society. Similarly, in his analysis of 
Jesuit education, he finds that the innovations the Jesuits introduced into the sphere of 
discipline derived their success from their compatibility with a growing trend toward 
individualism in seventeenth-century Europe. 

Durkheim thus sees changes in educational ideals and practices as originating in the larger 
society, but this is in no way incompatible with the view that educational change has 
important social consequences. In a brilliant analysis of the effects of Jesuit education on 
French culture, Durkheim traces both the taste of seventeenth-century French literature for 
generalized and impersonal types (e.g., Се тепе as the embodiment of flirtatiousness and 
Harpagon of avarice) and that of eighteenth-century politics for universal ideals (e.g., the 
rights not of Frenchmen but of man in general) to the abstract universalism of Jesuit 
education. If educational change is ultimately rooted outside the educational system, its 
consequences also extend far beyond the school. But whether one is looking at the origin of 
changes in pedagogical ideals and practices or at their effects, a proper sociological analysis of 
the content of schooling, however detailed its attention to the texture of daily life in the 
classroom, must never lose sight of the social structure in which the school is located. 


3. See, for example, the studies reprinted in Sam D. Sieber and David E. Wilder, eds., The School in Society 
(New York: Free Press, 1973). 

4. Anthony Giddens, ed., Emile Durkheim: Selected Writings (London: Cambridge University Press, 1972). 
Giddens’s introduction to this volume, which discusses some neglected aspects of Durkheim’s work, is well 
worth reading. 

5. The translation of L'évolution pédagogique en France will be published by Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
6. Durkheim, op. cit., pp. 309—317. For an interesting discussion that draws upon Durkheim's work, see 
Pierre Bourdieu, “Systems of Education and Systems of Thought,” in Knowledge and Control, ed. Michael 
F. D. Young (London: Collier-Macmillan, 1971), pp. 189—207. 
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Martin Trow’s study of stages in the historical development of American secondary 
education, reprinted here as Chapter 3, is in the modern tradition of evolutionary func- 
tionalism. An analysis of the transformation of the American high school from a mass 
terminal to a mass preparatory institution, it focuses on changes in the occupational structure 
in its effort to explain rapid increases in enrollment in American secondary and higher 
education. Its argument, though making reference to ideological and cultural factors, is in 
essence a technical-functional one; Trow sees a change in the division of labor from a 
relatively simple structure dominated by agricultural and industrial workers to an increasingly 
complex structure in which white-collar workers come to predominate as the driving force 
behind the expansion and differentiation of American secondary education. 

Trow marshals impressive empirical evidence to support his thesis, but recent criticism has 
questioned the adequacy of his argument. Robert Dreeben, himself a functionalist (though of 
Parsonsian rather than technical-functional persuasion) and an admirer of Trow’s work, 
surveys the evidence and finds that educational expansion far exceeds any conceivable growth 
in occupational requirements.” Changes in the technical requirements of jobs do, to be sure, 
explain part of the expansion in enrollments, but an analysis of historical data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census makes clear that Trow’s article tells only part of the story. Furthermore, 
there is a certain theoretical looseness in Trow’s argument, which, though generally stressing 
that changes in the “functions” of the educational system derive from changes in the division 
of labor, holds that curricular changes of the early twentieth century were engendered by the 
problems posed by the personal characteristics of culturally impoverished immigrant children 
rather than by structural changes in the emerging corporate economy that placed new 
demands on the educational system.® Underlying Trow's work is the assumption, present also 
in a more recent article on the transition from mass to universal higher education,? that 
educational expansion leads automatically to a hierarchy of colleges and schools. This 
assumption, which is a direct corollary of the functionalist theory of educational stratifica- 
tion, has been questioned by proponents of conflict theory. 

Perhaps no article has raised the issues dividing the functionalist and conflict theories of 
education with greater clarity than Randall Collins's essay on educational stratification 
(Chapter 4). A vigorous critic of the technical-functional theory of education, Collins cites 
evidence that, though not conclusive, tends to support his view that competition between 
status groups for the educational qualifications necessary for employment is responsible for 
spiraling educational enrollments.'? The concept of “status groups” is, of course, a Weberian 
notion, as is the belief that membership in a status group carries with it a more or less distinct 
sense of membership іп а particular sub-culture." Viewed from this perspective, the 
educational selection processes that functionalists like Trow consider inevitable outgrowths of 
the need to staff a highly technical division of labor may be seen as the outcome of a power 
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struggle between groups competing for cultural dominion. Social class enters into Collins’s 
theory of educational stratification as one of the three possible determinants of status group 
membership (along with power position and cultural conditions), but, following Weber, his 
theory gives primacy to cultural rather than economic conflict. 

A conflict theory that places social class squarely at the center of its analysis of the 
educational system is offered in Chapter 5 by Samuel Bowles, a neo-Marxist economist who, 
with his colleague Herbert Gintis, has written a series of articles constituting a comprehensive 
critique of the functionalist view of the role of schooling in advanced capitalist society. The 
article reprinted here, one of Bowles’s earliest general formulations of the problem of 
education and class, is exploratory in character, but its influence on radical young researchers 
in America has nonetheless been considerable. One of the distinctive features of Bowles and 
Gintis’s work—its broad theoretical sweep—is clearly visible in this article, which draws 
variously upon the literature of history, economics, and sociology to provide a structural 
analysis of the educational system in American society. The focus of this particular selection 
is on the role of schooling in the reproduction of the social division of labor, and in it Bowles 
argues that class inequality is perpetuated from generation to generation by class-linked 
differences in the family and the school that correspond to the hierarchical social relations at 
the workplace. Bowles and Gintis have been increasingly preoccupied by social change, and in 
trying to grapple with it they have given new emphasis to a very old Marxist idea—that of class 
conflict. Class divisions do, of course, underlie the argument of Chapter 5, but the relationship 
between the capitalist and the worker analyzed therein is viewed more in terms of class 
domination than in terms of class struggle. In their more recent work, however, Bowles and 
Gintis have stressed their view that the existing educational system is not simply a product of 
capitalist domination, but rather a compromise, albeit an unequal one, between the interests 
of dominant and subordinate social groups. The outcome of this compromise is substantially 
determined by conflict between social classes, and workers are active participants in the 
struggle. This concept of class conflict, hardly visible in “Unequal Education and the 
Reproduction of the Social Division of Labor,” has come to be a vital component of 
Bowles and Gintis’s later theory of educational reproduction and change. 

A perspective used all too infrequently in both functionalist and conflict analyses of 
education and social structure is the comparative approach. One example, and perhaps the 
most widely cited article in the history of the sociology of education, is Ralph Turner’s 
brilliant comparative analysis of the educational systems of Great Britain and the United 
States, “Sponsored and Contest Mobility and the School System.”*? Using Turner’s scheme 
as his point of departure, Hopper (Chapter 6) develops a systematic typology of educational 
systems. His purpose is to provide a conceptual framework to encourage theoretically 
informed empirical research, and he suggests various ways in which the analysis of structural 
differences between educational systems might illuminate existing knowledge. The keystone 
of Hopper’s framework is a typology of the various dimensions of the educational selection 
process, and a crucial element in it is the comparative analysis of educational ideology. 

Hopper would seem to be on firm ground here, for the process of educational selection is 
among the most researched topics in the sociology of education, but it is precisely this stress 
on selection that comes under attack by Ioan Davies.!^ According to Davies, Hopper’s 


12. The final product of their collaboration, which extends back to the late 1960s, is their book, Schooling 
in Capitalist America (New York: Basic Books, 1976). 
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Sociology,” in Readings in the Theory of Educational Systems, ed. Earl Hopper (London: Hutchinson 
University Library, 1971), pp. 111—138. 
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typology has the unfortunate effect of directing educational research to the study of 
education’s latent function of selecting people for jobs rather than to its manifest function of 
managing knowledge. The force of Davies’s critique lies in its identification of a crucial 
problem that has generally been ignored by structurally oriented sociologists of education: 
that of the content of education. Yet the problem of the organization and transmission of 
knowledge in educational institutions is by no means unrelated to the question of educational 
selection; patterns of selection affect not only what is taught and how it is taught, but also 
who is taught, and in that sense they are important determinants of the distribution of 
knowledge. Davies does, however, insist that studies of educational knowledge, if they are to 
prove illuminating, must ultimately be linked to analyses of social structure. No one grasped 
this truth more clearly than the founder of the sociology of education, Emile Durkheim, and 
there is perhaps no better example of an investigation embodying it than the work with which 


we begin this section—L évolution pédagogique en France. 
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Educational transformations are always the 
result and the symptom of the social trans- 
formations in terms of which they are to be 
explained. For a people to feel at any given 
moment the need to change its educational 
system, it is necessary that new ideas and 
needs have emerged for which the old sys- 
tem is no longer adequate. But these needs 
and ideas do not arise spontaneously; if they 
suddenly come to the forefront of human 
consciousness after having been ignored for 
centuries, it is necessarily the case that in the 
intervening period there has been a change 
and that it is this change of which they are 
an expression. Thus, in order to understand 
the educational achievement of the sixteenth 
century, we need as a preliminary to know 
in a general way what constituted the great 
social movement that historians call the 
Renaissance and of which a new educational 
theory was but one manifestation. 

The essence of the Renaissance has often 
been identified with a return to the spirit of 
classical times; and indeed this is precisely 
the meaning of the word normally used to 
designate this period of European history. 
The sixteenth century is supposed to have 
been a period when man, abandoning the 
gloomy ideals of the Middle Ages, reverted 
to the gayer and more self-confident view of 
life which prevailed in the ancient pagan 
world. As to the cause of this change of 
direction, it allegedly consisted in the re- 
discovery of classical literature, the principal 
masterpieces of which were rescued during 
this period from the oblivion in which they 
had languished for centuries. On this view it 
was the discovery of the great works of 
classical literature that brought about this 
new change of outlook in the western Euro- 
pean mind. But to speak of the Renaisssance 
in this way is only to point in the most 
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superficial way to its façade. If it were in- 
deed true that the sixteenth century simply 
took up the classical tradition at the point it 
had reached when the Dark Ages arrived and 
temporarily blotted it out, the Renaissance 
would emerge as a movement of moral and 
intellectual reaction that would be hard to 
account for. We would have to assume that 
humanity had strayed from its natural path 
for fifteen centuries, since it had to retrace 
its steps back over a period of such length in 
order to embark upon a whole new stage in 
its career. Certainly progress does not pro- 
ceed in a straight line; it makes turnings and 
detours; advances are followed by recessions; 
but that such an aberration should be pro- 
longed over a period of fifteen hundred 
years is historically incredible. It is true that 
this view of the Renaissance accords with 
the way in which the eighteenth-century 
writers spoke of it. But just because they felt 
a kind of admiration for the simple life of 
primitive societies, are we to say that their 
social philosophy was an attempt to restore 
prehistoric civilization? Because the men of 
the Revolution thought that they were 
imitating the actions of the ancient Romans, 
are we to view the society that resulted from 
the Revolution as an imitation of the ancient 
city? People involved in action are the least 
well placed to see the causes that underlie 
their actions, and the way in which they 
represent to themselves the social movement 
of which they are a part should always be 
regarded as suspect and should by no means 
be thought of as having any special claim to 
credibility. 

Besides, it is simply not true that classical 
literature was unknown during the centuries 
we have just been considering, that it was 
only discovered towards the beginning of the 
sixteenth century, and that it was this revela- 
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tion that suddenly expanded the intellectual 
horizons of Europe. The fact is that there 
was not a single period during the whole of 
the Middle Ages when these literary master- 
pieces were not known; in every generation 
we find a few people sufficiently intelligent 
and sensitive to be able to appreciate their 
worth. Abélard, the hero of dialectic, was 
at the same time a literary scholar; Virgil, 
Seneca, Cicero, and Ovid were just as famil- 
iar to him as were Boethius and Augustine. 
During the twelfth century there was a 
famous school at Chartres which, inspired by 
its founder, Bernard de Chartres, offered a 
classical education similar to what would 
later be offered by the Jesuits. One could 
multiply examples of this type. It is true 
that these attempts to introduce classical 
literature into education remained isolated 
cases; they never succeeded in capturing the 
imagination of the Scholastics, who cast 
them back into obscurity. But they are 
nonetheless real, and they are sufficient to 
prove that if classical literature was not ap- 
preciated in the Middle Ages, if it played no 
part in education, this was not because 
people did not know of its existence. In 
short, the Middle Ages knew about all the 
main aspects of classical civilization, but it 
only retained what it regarded as important, 
what answered to its own needs. Its entire 
attention was caught by logic, and this 
eclipsed everything else. Thus, if everything 
changed in the sixteenth century, if sud- 
denly Greek and Roman art and literature 
were recognized as being of incomparable ed- 
ucational value, this clearly must have been 
because at that moment in history, as a 
consequence of a change that had taken place 
in the public mind, logic lost its former 
prestige—while by contrast an urgent need 
was felt for the first time for a kind of culture 
. that would be more refined, more elegant or 
literary. People did not acquire this taste 
because they had just discovered classical 
antiquity; rather, they demanded from the 
antiquity they already knew the means of 
satisfying the new taste they had just ac- 
quired. What we must seek, therefore, is an 
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account of this change of direction in the 
intellectual and moral outlook of the Euro- 
pean peoples, if we wish to understand the 
nature of the Renaissance insofar as it af- 
fected educational thought no less than 
scientific and literary thought. A people 
only modifies its mental outlook to such an 
enormous extent when very fundamental 
features of social life have themselves been 
modified. We can therefore be certain in 
advance that the Renaissance derives, not, I 
repeat, from the fortuitous fact that certain 
classical works were exhumed at this time, 
but rather from profound changes in the 
organization of European societies. I cannot, 
of course, attempt here to paint a complete 
and detailed picture of these transforma- 
tions, but I should like at least to point out 
the most important of them so as to be able 
to relate the educational movement we shall 
be exploring to its social roots. 

In the first place, there was a group of 
interrelated changes in the economic sphere. 
People had finally got away from the paltry 
life-style of the Middle Ages, when the 
general insecurity of relations paralyzed the 
spirit of enterprise, when the limited number 
of markets stifled great ambition, when only 
the extreme simplicity of their tastes and 
needs enabled men to live in harmony with 
their environment. Gradually order had been 
established; better government and more ef- 
ficient administration had rallied people's 
confidence. Towns had proliferated and be- 
come more populous. Most important of all, 
the discovery of America and the trade 
route via the Indies had galvanized economic 
activity by opening up new worlds in which 
it could operate. Consequently, the general 
welfare had been increased; vast fortunes 
had been amassed; and the acquisition of 
wealth stimulated and developed a taste for 
the easy, elegant life of luxury... - 

However, if this transformation had been 
limited to the world of the aristocracy, it 
probably would not have had such extensive 
social consequences. But one of the effects 
of accrued wealth was to produce at the 
same time a narrowing of the gaps between 
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social classes. Up till then the bourgeoisie 
had not even dared raise its eyes to look at 
the aristocracy across what it felt to be a 
great fixed gulf. And it found it natural to 
lead quite a different existence. But now 
that the bourgeoisie had become richer and 
consequently more powerful, it also became 
more ambitious and sought to narrow the 
gap. Its expectations had increased with its 
resources, making the life it had led up till 
then appear intolerable. It was no longer 
afraid to cast its gaze upwards and it wanted 
as well to live the life of the nobles, to 
imitate their style, their manners, their 
luxury. As one writer puts it: “Pride was 
reaching ever higher peaks in every section 
of the community. The bourgeoisie in the 
towns have started wanting to dress in the 
same way as the aristocracy...and the 
people from the villages in the same way as 
the bourgeoisie in the towns.” According to 
another author, the bourgeois ladies grew 
bored with their life of obscurity; they now 
wanted to copy the great ladies. “One can 
scarcely distinguish any longer between a 
noble lady and a plebeian...one sees 
women who are worse than plebeian dressing 
in flowing robes embroidered in gold and 
silver...their fingers are loaded with 
emeralds and other precious stones... in 
the old days the practice of kissing a lady’s 
hand in greeting was restricted to aristocrats, 
and noble ladies did not offer their hand to 
the first comer, let alone to anyone at all. 
Today men smelling of leather rush to kiss 
the hand of a woman whose escutcheon is 
exclusively aristocratic. Patrician ladies 
marry plebeian men, plebeian women marry 
patrician men; thus we are breeding hybrid 
creatures.” It is easy to guess that so con- 
siderable a change in the way life was under- 
stood would inevitably be accompanied by a 
change in the way education was under- 
stood, and that instruction designed to pro- 
duce a good bachelor of arts, versed in all 
the secrets of syllogism and argument, 
would be quite unsuited to the enterprise of 
producing an elegant and fluent nobleman 
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able to hold his own in a salon and pos- 
sessing all the social graces. 

However, in addition to this transforma- 
tion, there was another one, no less im- 
portant, which took place in the world of 
ideas. 

By the sixteenth century, the great nation 
states of Europe had been in large measure 
established. Whereas in the Middle Ages 
there had been but one Europe, one Chris- 
tendom, which was united and homo- 
geneous, there now existed great individual 
collectivities with their own intellectual and 
moral characters. England found its identity 
and its unity with the Tudors, Spain with 
Ferdinand of Castile and his successors, 
Germany with the Hapsburgs (albeit more 
vaguely), and France did so before any of 
the others under the Capetians. The old 
unity of Christendom had thus been defini- 
tively shattered. However much people con- 
tinued to profess respect for the funda- 
mental doctrines, which still appeared highly 
abstract, each of the groups which had thus 
been formed had its own special mode of 
thought and feeling, its own national tem- 
perament whose particular emphasis tended 
to affect the systems of belief that had been 
accepted until that time by the vast majority 
of the faithful. And since the great moral 
figures that had arisen could only develop 
their individual natures, since they could not 
organize their thoughts and beliefs according 
to their own lights unless they were granted 
the right to deviate from accepted beliefs, 
they claimed this right and in claiming it 
they proclaimed it; that is to say they 
claimed the rights of schism and of free 
inquiry—albeit only to a limited extent, and 
not as absolute rights, since such a thing 
would have been inconceivable at the time. 
It is here that we find the root cause of the 
Reformation, that other aspect of the Ren- 
aissance that was the natural result of the 
movement towards individualization and dif- 
ferentiation taking place at that time within 
the homogeneous mass of Europe. In one 
sense, of course, Scholasticism had paved the 
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way for it. Scholasticism had taught reason 
to be more self-confident by confronting it 
with monumental questions and equipping it 
with a rigorous logical training so that it 
might make fresh conquests. However, be- 
tween the audacities of Scholasticism, espe- 
cially at the end of the fifteenth century, 
which were always relatively moderate— 
between the more or less bold claims made 
by a few thinkers whose voices were scarcely 
heard outside the schools, and the sudden 
explosion that was the Reformation and that 
shook the whole of Europe, there is clearly a 
radical break, which bears witness to the fact 
that new forces had come into play. 

Here we have a new causal factor, which 
was to bring about a change in the theory 
and practice of education. The Christian 
faith had played too large a part in medieval 
education for the educational system not to 
be affected by the upheavals that faith was 
undergoing. Moreover, there were other 
ways in which the economic factor exercised 
a parallel influence. It is clear, in fact, that 
the aesthetic ideal of the Middle Ages was 
quite unsuited for pupils who had acquired a 
taste for luxury and the life of leisure. And 
since this aesthetic ideal was the ideal of 
Christianity, Christianity itself was affected 
by the same phenomenon. For it was not 
possible that the aversion felt henceforth for 
the old view of life should not be extended 
to the whole system of beliefs upon which 
that view of life was grounded. If, as we have 
argued, Christianity was accepted so readily 
by the barbarians, this was precisely because 
of its starkness, its indifference towards the 
products of civilization, its disdain for the 
joys of existence. But the same reasons that 
accounted for its triumph then were now to 
diminish its authority over people’s minds. 
Societies that had learned to savor the joy of 
living could no longer put up with a doctrine 
that rendered sacrifice, self-denial, absti- 
nence, and suffering in general the supreme 
objects of desire. 

Individuals, sensing that this system ran 
counter to their deepest feelings and op- 
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posed the satisfaction of needs they regarded 
as quite natural, could only be disposed to 
cast doubt upon it, or at least to cast doubt 
upon the way it had been interpreted up to 
that time; for it is impossible to accept un- 
critically, unreservedly, and without suffi- 
cient reason a doctrine that in certain 
respects seems to go against nature, Without 
renouncing it completely, people came to 
feel the need to revise it, to interpret it 
afresh, in such a way that it would har- 
monize with the aspirations of the age. Now, 
any such revision and reinterpretation pre- 
suppose the right to revise, to inspect, and to 
interpret, in some sense the right to ex- 
amine, which, however one looks at it, im- 
plies a diminution of faith. . . . 

Now, it is clear that there is nothing in 
Scholasticism that could have satisfied these 
new tastes: on the contrary, it was bound to 
be hostile to them. Since it attached no 
importance to form, it did not hesitate to 
twist language savagely in order to satisfy all 
the needs of thought, without regard to con- 
siderations of purity or harmony. As a result 
of the very great place it accorded to debate, 
it developed a taste not for ideas that were 
delicate, subtle, measured, but rather for 
opinions that were dogmatic and clear-cut 
and whose features stood out in such a way 
that conflicting opinions could be clearly 
contrasted. Moreover, the violent arguments 
that were born of these contrasts could only 
encourage a coarseness in manners com- 
parable to what had been upheld for so long 
by the noble knights in their tourneys and 
similar practices. The student of the Middle 
Ages was primarily concerned with crushing 
his opponent beneath the weight of his argu- 
ments and did not care in the least whether 
his presentation was attractive. His unkempt 
appearance and his rustic deportment and 
manners were expressions of this same state 
of mind. 

Here we have the explanation of why the 
men of the new generation were quite 
literally horrified by Scholasticism and its 
methods. The extreme virulence of their 
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polemics seems at first sight to be ош of 
place in a purely educational quarrel. But 
the fact is that the issue was really more 
wide-ranging. The sixteenth century did not 
accuse Scholasticism simply of having en- 
gaged in certain debatable or regrettable 
academic practices but rather of having con- 
stituted a school of barbarousness and 
coarseness. Hence the frequency with which 
the words barbarus, stoliditas, rusticitas те- 
cur in the writings of Erasmus. To these 
refined minds a Scholastic is quite literally a 
barbarian (remember the title of Erasmus’s 
book Antibarbaros), who speaks a language 
scarcely human, crude-sounding, formally 
inelegant; who delights only in arguments, in 
deafening yells, in verbal and other battles; 
who is ignorant, in sum, of all the benefits of 
civilization, of everything that contributes to 
the charm of life. We can readily conceive of 
the feeling such an educational system 
would be capable of arousing in men whose 
aim was to render humanity more tender, 
more elegant, more cultivated. 

The only way to succeed in ridding the 
human intellect of its coarseness, to polish 
and refine it, was to introduce it to and 
make it intimate with an elegant and refined 
civilization, so that it might become imbued 
with its spirit. Now, the only civilization 
that could satisfy this condition at that time 
was that of the classical peoples as it had 
been expressed and preserved in the works 
of their great writers, poets, and orators, It 
was thus quite natural that these should be 
seen as providing the schoolteachers needed 
by the young. “What then,” says Erasmus, 
“what then could have guided these coarse 
men of the Stone Age towards a more 
human life, towards being more gentle of 
character and more civilized in morals? Was 
it not literature? It is literature that molds 
the mind, that mollifies passions, that checks 
the untamed outbursts of natural tem- 
perament." For this purpose there existed 
no other established and developed litera- 
tures apart from those of Rome and Greece. 

With this in view, the moral milieu in 
which the child was to be molded had to be 
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made up of all the extant elements of these 
literatures. Hence the enormous attention 
accorded by the public at this time to the 
masterpieces of Greco-Roman civilization. If 
people esteemed and admired them, if they 
sought to imitate them, this is not because 
they were exhumed at this moment in his- 
tory and, by being discovered, suddenly in- 
culcated in people a taste for literature. 
Quite the reverse: it was because a taste for 
literature, a taste for a new kind of civiliza- 
tion, had just been acquired that they sud- 
denly became objects of enthusiastic 
veneration; for they appeared, and quite 
rightly so, as the only means available of 
satisfying this new need. If this vast body of 
literature had hitherto been neglected, this 
was not because nothing was known of it (we 
have already seen that the major works were 
known); rather, its virtues were not ap- 
preciated because they did not meet any 
contemporary need. If, by contrast, they 
were then regarded in the eyes of public 
opinion, or at least of a certain section of it, 
as being of incomparable value, this was 
because a new attitude of mind was in the 
process of developing and could only be 
fully realized in the school of the classics. 
And one may even wonder whether the 
greater frequency of the finds and exhuma- 
tions that occurred at this period was not a 
result of the fact that since, henceforth, the 
value of these discoveries was fully ap- 
preciated people devoted more of their 
ingenuity to making them. To find, one 
must seek, and one only seeks in earnest 
when one attaches importance to what one 
hopes to find. 

Thus the educational ideas of the human- 
ists were not the result of simple accidents. 
They derived, rather, from a fact whose in- 
fluence on the moral history of our country 
it is difficult to exaggerate; I refer to the 
establishment of polite society. If France did 
indeed become from the sixteenth century 
onwards a center of literary life and intel- 
lectual activity, this was because, at this 
same period, there had developed among us 
a select society, a society of intellectually 
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cultivated people to whom our writers ad- 
dressed themselves. It was the ideas and the 
tastes of this society that they com- 
municated; it was for this society that they 
wrote and for it that they thought. It was 
here in this particular environment that the 
driving force of our civilization from the 
sixteenth century to the middle of the 
eighteenth century arose. And the object of 
education as Erasmus conceived of it was to 
prepare man for this special and restricted 
society. 

Here too we can see the essential char- 
acter and at the same time the radical flaw 
of this educational theory. It is the fact that 
it is essentially aristocratic in nature. The 
kind of society that it seeks to fashion is 
always centered around a court, and its 
members are always drawn from the ranks of 
the aristocracy or at least from the leisured 
classes. And it was indeed here and here 
alone that that fine flowering of elegance 
and culture could take place, the nurturing 
and development of which were regarded as 
more important than anything else. Neither 
Erasmus nor Vivés had any awareness that 
beyond this small world, which for all its 
brilliance was very limited, there were vast 
masses who should not have been neglected 
and for whom education could have brought 
about higher intellectual and moral stan- 
dards and an improved material condition. 

When such a thought did occur to them it 
disappeared again very quickly without their 
thinking it necessary to examine it at length. 
Since he realizes that this expensive educa- 
tion is not suitable for everyone, Erasmus 
wonders what the poor will do; his answer to 
this objection is utterly simple. “You ask,” 
he says, “what the poor will be able to do. 
How will those who can scarcely feed their 
children be able to give them over a sus- 
tained period of time the right kind of ed- 
ucation? To this I can only reply by quoting 
the words of the comic writer: ‘You can't 
ask that what we are capable of achieving 
Should be as great as what we would like to 
achieve.’ We are expounding the best way of 
bringing up a child, we cannot produce the 
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means of realizing this ideal.” He restricts 
himself to expressing the wish that the rich 
will come to the help of those who are 
well-endowed intellectually but who would 
be prevented by poverty from developing 
their aptitudes, But he seems not to realize 
that even if this education were made avail- 
able to everybody the difficulty would not 
be resolved, for this generalized education 
would not meet the needs of the majority. 
Indeed, for the majority the supreme need is 
survival, and what is needed in order to 
survive is not the art of subtle speech, it is 
the art of sound thinking, so that one knows 
how to act. In order to struggle effectively in 
the world of persons and the world of things 
more substantial weapons are needed than 
those glittering decorations with which the 
humanist educationalists were concerned to 
adorn the mind to the exclusion of anything 
else. 

Think now how much Scholasticism, for 
all its abstractness, was imbued with a more 
practical, more realistic, and more social 
spirit. The fact is that dialectic answered real 
needs. Intellectual conflict, competition be- 
tween ideas, constitutes a genuinely impor- 
tant part of life. Moreover, the strength and 
virility of thought which were acquired as a 
result of such arduous mental gymnastics 
could be used in the service of socially useful 
ends. Thus we must beware of thinking 
that the medieval schools served only to 
produce dreamers, seekers after quintes- 
sences, and useless pettifogging quibblers. 
The truth is quite the opposite. It was there 
that the statesmen, the ecclesiastical dig- 
nitaries, and the administrators of the day 
were brought up. This training, which has 
been so denigrated, created men of action. It 
was the education recommended by Erasmus 
that forms a totally inadequate preparation 
for life. In it rhetoric supplants dialectic. . 
Now, if rhetoric had good reason for fea- 
turing in the education of the classical 
world, where the practice of eloquence con- 
stituted not only a career but the most im- 
portant career, this was by no means the 
case in the sixteenth century, when it played 
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only а very small part in the serious business 
of life. A theory of education that made 
thetoric the principal academic discipline 
could thus only develop qualities related to 
the luxuries of existence and not at all to its 
necessities. . . . 

In order to know what became of the 
educational theories of the Renaissance 
when they were translated into practice, it 
would thus seem that we have only to in- 
vestigate how the University understood 
them and applied them. But what makes 
such a procedure impossible, what makes the 
whole question more complicated, is the 
great change that took place at this very 
moment in our academic organization. Up 
till that time the University had a complete 
monopoly on and sole responsibility for edu- 
cation, and consequently the future of any 
educational reforms was dependent upon the 
University and upon the University alone. 
However, towards the middle of the six- 
teenth century, over and against the Uni- 
versity corporation there was established a 
new teaching corporation, which was to 
break the University's monopoly and which 
was even to achieve with quite remarkable 
rapidity a kind of hegemony in academic 
life. This was the corporation of the Jesuits. 

The Jesuit order arose from the need felt 
by the Catholic Church to check the in- 
creasingly threatening progress of Protes- 
tantism. With extraordinary speed the 
doctrines of Luther and Calvin had won over 
England, almost the whole of Germany, 
Switzerland, the Low Countries, Sweden, 
and a considerable part of France. In spite of 
all the rigorous measures taken, the Church 
felt itself impotent and began to fear that its 
dominion in the world would collapse com- 
pletely. It was then that Ignatius Loyola had 
the idea of raising a wholly new kind of 
religious militia the better to combat, and if 
possible to crush, heresy. He realized that 
the days were over when people's souls 
could be governed from the depths of a 
cloister. Now that people, carried by their 
own momentum, were tending to elude the 
Church, it was essential that the Church 
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move closer to them so as to be able to 
influence them. Now that particular per- 
sonalities were beginning to stand out from 
the homogeneous moral and intellectual 
mass that had been the rule in preceding 
centuries, it was essential for the Church to 
be close to individuals, to accommodate its 
influence over them to intellectual and 
temperamental diversities. In short, the vast 
monastic masses familiar to the Middle Ages, 
which, stationary at their post, had re- 
stricted themselves to repulsing such attacks 
as occurred, without, however, knowing how 
to take the offensive themselves, had to be 
replaced. An army of light troops would be 
established that would be in constant con- 
tact with the enemy and consequently well- 
informed about all his movements, but at 
the same time sufficiently alert and mobile 
to be able to go at the slightest signal wher- 
ever there was danger, and yet sufficiently 
flexible to be able to vary its tactics in 
accordance with the diversity of people and 
circumstances; its troops would do all this 
while always and everywhere pursuing the 
same goal and cooperating in the same grand 
design. This army was the Company of 
Jesus. 

What was distinctive about it was that it 
was able to contain within itself two charac- 
teristics, which the Middle Ages had ad- 
judged irreconcilable and contradictory. On 
the one hand, the Jesuits belong to a reli- 
gious order in the same way as the Domini- 
cans or the Franciscans; they have a head, 
they are all subject to one and the same rule, 
to a communal discipline; indeed passive 
obedience and unity of thought and action 
have never been carried to such an extreme 
degree in any militia whether secular or 
religious. The Jesuit is thus a regular priest. 
But, on the other hand, he simultaneously 
possesses all the characteristics of the secular 
priest; he wears his habit; he fulfills his func- 
tions, he preaches, he hears confessions, he 
catechizes; he does not live in the shadow of 
a monastery, he rather mingles in the life of 
the world. For him duty consists not in the 
mortification of the flesh, in fasting, in ab- 
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stinence, but in action, in the realization of 
the goal of the Society. “Let us leave the 
religious orders,” Ignatius Loyola used to 
say, “to outdo us in fasts, in watches, in the 
austerity of the régime and habit that, out of 
piety, they impose upon themselves.” “I 
believe that it is more valuable, for the glory 
of Our Lord, to preserve and to fortify the 
stomach and the other natural faculties 
rather than enfeebling them... you should 
not assault your own physical nature, be- 
cause if you exhaust it your intellectual 
nature will no longer be able to act with the 
same energy.” 

Not only must the Jesuit mingle with the 
world, he must also open himself up to the 
ideas that are dominant within it. The 
better to guide his age he must speak its 
language, he must assimilate its spirit. 
Ignatius Loyola sensed that a profound 
change had taken place in manners and that 
there was no going back on this; that a taste 
for well-being, for a less harsh, easier, sun- 
nier existence had been acquired that could 
not conceivably be stifled or fobbed off; 
that man had developed a greater degree of 
pity for his own sufferings and for those of 
his fellowmen, that he was more sparing of 
pain, and consequently that the old ideal of 
absolute renunciation was finished. To pre- 
vent the faithful from drifting away from 
religion the Jesuits devoted their ingenuity 
to divesting religion of its former austerity; 
they made it pleasant and devised all kinds 
of accommodating arrangements to make it 
easy to observe. It is true that in order to 
remain faithful to the mission they had as- 
signed themselves, to avoid seeming to en- 
courage the innovators against whom they 
were struggling by their own example, they 
had at the same time to stick to the letter of 
immutable dogma. It is well known how 
they extricated themselves from this diffi- 
culty and were able to reconcile these con- 
flicting demands thanks to their casuistry, 
whose excessive flexibility and over-in- 
genious refinements have frequently been 
pointed out. While maintaining in their 
sacred form the traditional prescriptions of 
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Roman Catholicism, they were still able to 
place these within the scope not only of 
human weakness in general—there is no re- 
ligion that has ever managed to escape this 
necessity—but of the elegant frivolousness of 
the leisured classes of the sixteenth century 
in particular; it was these leisured classes 
that it was so important to keep free from 
heresy and to preserve in the faith. And this 
is how, while they became essentially men of 
the past, defenders of the Catholic tradition, 
the Jesuits were able to exhibit towards the 
ideas, the tastes, and even the defects of the 
time an attitude of indulgence for which 
they have often, and not without reason, 
been reproached. They thus had a dual iden- 
tity as conservatives, even as reactionaries, 
on the one hand, and as liberals on the 
other: a complex policy the nature and ori- 
gins of which we needed to show here, for 
we shall encounter it again in the founda- 
tions of their educational theory. 

But they very quickly came to realize 
that in order to achieve their end it was not 
enough to preach, to hear confession, to 
catechize: the really important instrument in 
the struggle for mastery of the human soul 
was the education of the young. Thus they 
resolved to seize hold of it. One fact in 
particular made them acutely aware of the 
urgent need for this; one would have had to 
be blind to all the evidence not to see that 
the new methods taking root in the schools 
could only have the effect of opening up the 
road to heresy. Indeed, the greatest minds of 
the time, the most illustrious of the human- 
ists, had openly been converted to the new 
religion; this was the case with Dolet, with 
Ramus, with Mathurin Cordier, with the 
majority of the teachers in the Collége de 
France, recently founded by Frangois I. 
Thus humanism by its very nature con- 
stituted a threat to the faith. And indeed it 
is clear that an inordinate taste for paganism 
was bound to cause people’s minds to dwell 
in a moral environment with absolutely 
nothing Christian about it. Accordingly, if 
the evil was to be attacked at its source, it 
would be necessary, instead of abandoning 
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the humanist movement to its own devices, 
to gain control of it and to direct it... . 

The aim of the Jesuits thus had nothing 
to do with getting the pupil acquainted with 
and able to understand classical civilizations; 
it was exclusively concerned with teaching 
them to speak and write in Greek and Latin. 
This explains the importance attributed to 
written assignments and the nature of these 
assignments. This is why in the grammar 
classes prose composition prevailed and was 
far more important than translation from 
Latin, which was scarcely practiced at all. 
This is why stylistic exercises were so 
numerous and so varied. This attitude even 
influenced the way the expositions were car- 
ried out. Father Jouvency has left us model 
expositions of Latin authors; one has only to 
read them to see that their main aim is to get 
the pupils to appreciate the author’s Latin 
and his literary style, and to encourage them 
to imitate these same qualities. 

Far from seeking to get their pupils to 
think again the thoughts of antiquity, far 
from wishing to steep them in the spirit of 
classical times, the Jesuits had precisely the 
opposite aim. Indeed, this was because they 
could see no other way of extricating them- 
selves from the contradictory situation in 
which they had quite deliberately placed 
themselves. Because the fashion was for 
humanism, because classical letters were the 
object of a veritable cult, the Jesuits, always 
sensitive to the spirit of their age, professed, 
as we have just seen, a form of humanism— 
even quite an uncompromising one, since 
Greek and Latin alone were permitted entry 
into their colleges. But from another point 
of view, as we have said, they realized full 
well that humanism constituted a threat, 
that there was a real danger in wishing to 
fashion Christian souls in the school of 
paganism. How could these two contra- 
dictory needs be reconciled? How could the 
faith be defended and safeguarded as was 
required by the self-imposed mission of the 
Jesuits, while they simultaneously made 
themselves the apologists and exegetes of 
pagan literature? 
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There was only one way of resolving this 
antinomy: this was, in the very words used 
by Father Jouvency, to expound the classi- 
cal authors in such a way “that they became, 
although pagan and profane, the eulogists of 
the faith.” To make paganism serve the glori- 
fication and the propagation of the Christian 
ethic was a daring undertaking and, it would 
appear, remarkably difficult; and yet, the 
Jesuits had enough confidence in their 
ability to attempt it and to succeed in it. But 
in order to do this they had deliberately to 
denature the ancient world; they had to 
show the authors of antiquity, the men they 
were and the men they portray for us, in 
such a way as to leave in the shadows every- 
thing that was genuinely pagan about them, 
everything that makes them men of a 
particular city at a particular time, in order 
to highlight only those respects in which 
they are simply men, men as they are at all 
times and in all places. All the legends, all 
the traditions, all the religious ideas of Rome 
and Greece were interpreted in this spirit so 
as to give them a meaning any good Chris- 
tian could accept. 

Thus the Greco-Roman environment in 
which they made their pupils live was 
emptied of everything specifically Greek or 
Roman, so that it became a kind of unreal, 
idealized environment peopled by personali- 
ties who had no doubt historically existed 
but who were presented in such a way that 
they had, so to speak, nothing historical 
about them. They were now simply figures 
betokening certain virtues and vices and all 
the great passions of humanity. Achilles is 
courage; Ulysses is wily prudence; Numa is 
the archetype of the pious king; Caesar, the 
man of ambition; Augustus, the powerful 
monarch and lover of learning; etc. Such 
general and unspecific types could easily be 
used to exemplify the precepts of Christian 
morality. 

Such disinheriting of antiquity was made 
easier for the Jesuits by the fact that, at least 
for a long time, all teaching of history was 
almost completely absent from their col- 
leges. Even literary history was unknown. A 
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writer’s works were expounded without any- 
one’s bothering to notice the physiognomy 
of the author, his manner, the way he re- 
lated it to his age, to his environment, to his 
predecessors. His historical personality mat- 
tered so little that it was normal to study 
not an author, not even a work, but selected 
passages and extracts. How was it possible to 
form a picture of a specific man out of such 
sparse and disjointed fragments, among 
which his individuality was dispersed and 
dissolved? Each of these pieces could 
scarcely appear to be anything other than an 
isolated model of literary style, a sort of fair 
copy of exceptional authoritativeness. 

We can now understand better how it 
came about that the Jesuits, and perhaps to 
а lesser extent so many other educators, 
tended to attribute to the past and especially 
to the distant past an educational value 
greater than that which they attributed to 
the present. This was because the past, at 
least at a time when the historical sciences 
have not advanced sufficiently to render it 
almost as precise and specific as the pres- 
ent—the past, because we see it from afar, 
naturally appears to us in vague, fluid, un- 
stable forms, which are consequently all the 
easier to mold according to our will. It con- 
stitutes a more malleable and plastic sub- 
stance that we can transform and present 
according to our fancy. It is thus easier to 
bend it for educational purposes. These 
people, these things from former times, we 
embellish without realizing we are deceiving 
ourselves in order to turn them into models 
for youth to imitate. The present, because it 
is before our very eyes, forces itself upon 
our attention and does not lend itself to this 
kind of reworking; it is virtually impossible 
for us to see it other than as it is with its 
ugliness, its mediocrity, its vices, and its fail- 
ings; and this is why it seems to us ill- 
adapted to serve our educational ends. It was 
in this way that antiquity in the hands of the 
Jesuits could become an instrument for 
Christian education, whereas they would not 
have been able to utilize literature of their 
own age in the same way, imbued as it was 
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with the spirit of rebellion against the 
church. In their desire to attain their goal, 
they had a powerful vested interest in fleeing 
from the moderns and taking refuge in 
antiquity... . 

But so far we have only studied the 
Jesuits’ teachimg. We must now consider 
their disciplinary structures. It is perhaps in 
this area that they showed the most art and 
originality and it is their superiority in this 
respect that best explains their success. 

Their entire discipline was founded upon 
two principles. 

The first was that there can be no good 
education without contact at once соп- 
tinuous and personal between the pupil and 
the educator—and this principle served a 
dual purpose. First, it ensured that the pupil 
was never left to his own devices. To be 
properly molded he had to be subjected to 
pressure that never let up or flagged; for the 
spirit of evil is constantly watchful. This is 
why the Jesuits’ pupil was never alone. "А 
supervisor would follow him everywhere, to 
church, to class, to the refectory, to his 
recreation; in the living quarters and sleeping 
quarters he was always there examining 
everything." But this supervision was not 
intended only to prevent misconduct. It was 
also to enable the Jesuit to study at his ease 
"character and habits so that he might 
manage to discover the most suitable 
method of directing each individual child." 
In other words, this direct and constant in- 
tercourse was supposed not only to render 
the educational process more sustained in its 
effect but also to make it more personal and 
better suited to the personality of each 
pupil. Father Jouvency never stops recom- 
mending that a teacher not limit himself to 
exerting a general and impersonal influence 
on the anonymous crowd of pupils but 
rather graduate his influence and vary it ac- 
cording to age, intelligence, and situation. If 
he is conversing with a child in private, “let 
him examine the child’s character so that he 
can mold what he says in accordance with it 
and, as they say, ‘hook’ his interlocutor with 
the appropriate bait.” And the better to get 
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the pupils to open their minds to him, ће 
will need to make them open their hearts by 
endearing himself. Indeed there can be no 
doubt that in the course of the relationships 
thus cemented between teachers and pupils 
bonds of friendship were frequently formed 
that survived school life. Thus Descartes re- 
mained very sincerely attached to his former 
teachers at La Fléche. 

One can readily imagine how effective 
this system of continuous immersion must 
have been. The child’s moral environment 
followed him wherever he went; all around 
him he heard the same ideas and the same 
sentiments being expressed with the same 
authority. He could never lose sight of them. 
He knew of no others. And in addition to 
the fact that this influence never ceased to 
make itself felt, it was also all the more 
powerful because it knew how best to adapt 
to the diversity of individual personalities, 
because it was most familiar with the open- 
ings through which it could slip and in- 
sinuate itself in the pupil’s heart. By 
comparison with the style of discipline that 
had been practiced in the Middle Ages this 
represented a major revolution. The med- 
ieval teacher addressed himself to large and 
impersonal audiences, among which each 
individual, that is to say each student, was 
lost, drowned, and consequently abandoned 
to his own devices. Now, education is es- 
sentially an individual matter, and as long as 
the medieval teacher was dealing with vast 
masses he could obtain only very crude re- 
sults. Hence the rowdy indiscipline of the 
students of the Middle Ages, which the es- 
tablishment of the fully residential colleges 
was an attempt—never fully successful—to 
counter. For the colleges did not have at 
their disposal a staff of teachers and super- 
visors sufficiently numerous or perhaps suffi- 
ciently committed to the task of supervision 
to be able to exercise the necessary control 
and influence over each individual. 

But in order to train pupils in intensive 
formal work, which was moreover pretty 
lacking in substance, it was not enough to 
surround them, to envelop them at close 
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quarters with solicitude and vigilance; it was 
not enough to be constantly concerned to 
contain and sustain them; it was also neces- 
sary to stimulate them. The goad which the 
Jesuits employed consisted exclusively of 
competition. Not only were they the first to 
organize the competitive system in the col- 
leges, they also developed it to a greater 
intensity than it has ever subsequently 
known. 

Although today in our classrooms this 
system still has considerable importance, 
nevertheless it no longer functions without 
interruption. It is fair to say that with the 
Jesuits it was never suspended for a single 
moment. The entire class was organized to 
promote this end. The pupils were divided 
into two camps, the Romans on the one 
hand and the Carthaginians on the other, 
who lived, so to speak, on the brink of war, 
each striving to outstrip the other. Each 
camp had its own dignitaries. At the head of 
the camp there was an imperator, also 
known as dictator or consul, then came a 
praetor, a tribune, and some senators. These 
honors, which were naturally coveted and 
contested, were distributed as the outcome 
of a competition, which was held monthly. 
From another point of view, each camp was 
divided into groups consisting of ten pupils 
each (‘‘decuries”), commanded by a captain 
(called the ‘“decurion”) who was selected 
from among the worthies we have just men- 
tioned. These groups were not recruited at 
random. There was a hierarchy among them: 
the first groups were composed of the best 
pupils, the last groups of the weakest and 
least industrious of the scholars. Thus just as 
the camp as a whole was in competition with 
the opposite camp, so in each camp each 
group had its own immediate rival in the 
other camp at the equivalent level. Finally, 
individuals themselves were matched and 
each soldier in a group had his opposite 
number in the opposing group. Thus aca- 
demic work involved a kind of perpetual 
hand-to-hand combat. Camp challenged 
camp; group struggled with group; pupils 
supervised one another, corrected one an- 
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other, and took one another to task. On 
some occasions the teacher was not sup- 
posed to be afraid of pitting together two 
pupils of unequal ability. For example, an 
able pupil would have his work corrected by 
a less able pupil, says Father Jouvency, “so 
that those who have made mistakes may be 
the more ashamed and the more mortified 
by them.” It was even possible for any pupil 
to do battle with a pupil from a higher group 
and, if victorious, to take his place. 

It is interesting to note that these various 
ennoblements carried with them not only 
honorific titles but also active functions; and 
indeed it was these that constituted the 
prize. The captain enjoyed extensive powers. 
Seated opposite his group he was responsible 
for maintaining silence and attentiveness 
among his ten scholars, noting down ab- 
sences, making the scholars recite their les- 
sons, ensuring that assignments had been 
done with care and completed. The consuls 
exercised the same authority over the cap- 
tains in their camp that these did over their 
own group members. Everyone was thus 
kept constantly in suspense. Never has the 
idea that the classroom is a small organized 
Society been realized so systematically. It 
was a city-state where every pupil was a 
functionary. Moreover, it was thanks to this 
division of labor between the teacher and 
the pupils that one teacher was able without 
too much difficulty to run classes that some- 
times numbered as many as two or three 
hundred pupils. 

In addition to such regularly recurring 
competitions there were intermittent com- 
petitions too numerous to list. From time to 
time the best pieces of work were affixed to 
the classroom doors; the most noteworthy 
were read publicly in either the refectory or 
the Hall of Acts. Aside from the annual prize- 
giving, which took place solemnly to the 
Sound of trumpets, prizes were given out 
Spasmodically in the course of the year for a 
good piece of declamation, for a meritorious 
literary work, for a well executed dance, etc. 
From the second form onwards there was in 
each grade an Academy to which only the 
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best pupils belonged. Then there were all 
kinds of public meetings in which the most 
brilliant pupils appeared and to which the 
families came to hear and applaud them. 
Thus an infinite wealth of devices main- 
tained the self-esteem of the pupils in a 
constant state of extreme excitation. 

Here again the Jesuits were effecting a 
revolution compared with what had gone 
before. We have seen that in the University 
and the colleges of the Middle Ages the 
system of competition was completely un- 
known; there were no rewards to recom- 
pense merit and induce effort, and exams 
were organized in such a way that for con- 
scientious pupils they were little more than a 
formality. And here we have, quite sud- 
denly, a totally different system, which not 
only establishes itself but which instantane- 
ously develops to the point of superabun- 
dance. It is easier to understand now how 
the training given by the Jesuits managed to 
acquire the intensive character which we 
were recently remarking upon. Their entire 
system of discipline was organized towards 
this goal. The state of constant competition 
in which the pupils lived incited them to 
strain all the resources of their intelligence 
and will-power and indeed rendered this es- 
sential. At the same time the careful super- 
vision to which they were subjected dimin- 
ished the possibility of lapses. They felt 
themselves guided, sustained, encouraged. 
Thus everything induced them to exert 
themselves. As a result, within the colleges 
there was genuinely intense activity, no 
doubt flawed by being expended on the su- 
perficial rather than on the profound, but 
whose existence was incontestable. 

However, now that we have noted the 
transformations that the Jesuits initiated in 
the realm of school discipline, we must seek 
their causes. Where did these two new princi- 
ples come from? Did they derive exclusively 
from the particular aim the Jesuits were pur- 
suing, from the very nature of their institu- 
tion, from the mission they had assigned 
themselves, or were they not, by contrast, 
rather the effect of more general causes, 
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were they not а response to some change 
that had occurred in public thought and 
ethics? 

What must immediately rule out the first 
hypothesis is the fact that if the Jesuits were 
the first to realize these principles in aca- 
demic practice, they had nevertheless been 
recognized and proclaimed already by the 
educational thinkers of the Renaissance. We 
remember Montaigne’s protests against 
teachers unintelligent enough to wish to regi- 
ment the minds of all individuals in identical 
fashion. He too wants teachers to study the 
temperament of the pupil, to test him in 
order to understand him better, to make 
him, as he says, “run in front of himself” in 
order to be able to guide him in an enlight- 
ened way. And from another point of view, 
we have seen that the love of glory, the 
thirst for praise, and the sentiment of honor 
were for Rabelais and for Erasmus, as for the 
major thinkers of the sixteenth century, the 
essential motives for all intellectual activity 
and consequently for all academic activity. 
The Jesuits were thus on these two points, at 
least in principle, in agreement with their 
time. It is interesting to note that we know 
of at least one college where, before the time 
of the Jesuits, the competitive system was 
organized and practiced, moreover, in a form 
that in more than one respect resembled the 
one we have just described. This is the col- 
lege at Guyenne, where Montaigne spent 
several years. The pupils in any one class 
were divided according to ability into sec- 
tions that bore considerable resemblance to 
the Jesuits’ groups of ten. Examinations 
took place frequently in which the pupils of 
one class were questioned by the pupils from 
a higher class or section. And here again we 
encounter competitions in public speaking, 
which took place before the assembly of all 
the classes. 

It was the fact that a great change had 
taken place in the moral constitution of soci- 
ety that made this double change in the 
system of academic discipline necessary. In 
the seventeenth century the individual 
played a much greater part in social life than 
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that which had hitherto been accorded to 
him. If, in the Middle Ages, teaching was 
impersonal, if it could be addressed diffusely 
to the indistinct crowd of pupils without 
any disadvantage, this was because at that 
time the notion of individual personality was 
still relatively undeveloped. The movements 
that occurred in the Middle Ages were mass 
movements carrying along large groups of 
human beings in the same direction, in the 
midst of which individuals became lost. It 
was Europe in its entirety that rose up at the 
time of the Crusades; it was the whole of 
cultivated European society that soon after- 
wards, under the influence of a veritable 
collective urge, flooded towards Paris to re- 
ceive instruction. The didactic style of the 
time was thus in accord with the moral con- 
dition of society. 

With the Renaissance, by contrast, the 
individual began to acquire self-conscious- 
ness; he was no longer, at least in enlight- 
ened circles, merely an undifferentiated 
fraction of the whole; in a sense, he was 
himself already a whole, he was a person 
with his own physiognomy who had and 
who experienced at least the need to fashion 
for himself his own way of thinking and 
feeling. We know that at this period there 
occurred, as it were, a sudden blossoming of 
great personalities. Now, it is quite clear that 
in proportion as people’s consciousness be- 
comes individualized, education itself must 
become individualized. From the moment it 
is required to exert its influence on distinct 
and heterogeneous individuals it cannot con- 
tinue to develop in blanket fashion, homo- 
geneously and uniformly. Thus education 
had to be diversified, and this was only pos- 
sible if the educator, instead of remaining 
distant from the pupil, came close to him to 
get to know him better and to be able to 
vary his actions according to his individual 
nature. 

But from another point of view, it is 
equally clear that an individual possessed of 
self-awareness, with his own set of beliefs 
and interests, cannot be motivated or trained 
to act by the methods applicable to an amor- 
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phous crowd. For the latter methods mighty 
shakings of the foundations are needed, 
powerful collective impressions of a rather 
vague and general kind, like those that sent 
tremors through the multitudes gathered 
around Abélard on the Montagne Sainte- 
Geneviève. By contrast, in proportion as 
each individual has his own particular moral 
life he must be moved by considerations 
specifically appropriate to him. Thus one 
must indeed appeal to self-esteem, to the 
sense of personal dignity, to what the 
Germans call Selbstgefiihl. It is no accident 
that competition becomes more lively and 
plays a more substantial role in society as 
the movement towards individualization be- 
comes more advanced. And so, since the 
moral organization of the school must re- 
flect that of civil society, since the methods 
that are applied to the child cannot differ in 
essence from those that later on will be 
applied to the man, it is clear that the proc- 
esses of the medieval disciplinary system 
could not survive; it is clear that discipline 
had to become more personal, to take 
greater account of individual feelings, and 
consequently to allow for a degree of com- 
petitiveness, 

There was thus nothing intrinsically 
arbitrary about the two innovations the 


Jesuits introduced into the disciplinary 
system: the principle underlying them, at 
least, was well-grounded in the nature of 
things, that is to say in the condition of 
society in the sixteenth century. But if the 
principle was right, if it was to be retained, if 
it deserved to survive, the Jesuits applied it 
in the spirit of extremism that is one feature 
of their academic policy and, simply by 
doing this, they denatured it, It was good to 
keep close to the child in order to be able to 
guide him confidently; the Jesuits came so 
close to him that they inhibited all his free- 
dom of movement. And in this way the 
method worked against the end it was meant 
to serve, It was wise to get to know the child 
well in order to be able to help in the devel- 
opment of his nascent personality. The 
Jesuits, however, studied him in order to 
stifle more effectively his sense of self—and 
this was a potential source of schism. At 
least, once they had recognized the value of 
rivalry and competitiveness, they made such 
immoderate use of them that the pupils were 
virtually at war with one another, How can 
we fail to consider immoral an academic 
organization that appealed only to ego- 
tistical sentiments? Was there then no means 
of keeping the pupils active other than by 
tempting them with such paltry bait? 


3. The Second Transformation of American 


The past few years have seen a very large 
amount of public controversy over educa- 
tion in America. The controversy has 
touched on every aspect and level of educa- 
tion, from nursery school to graduate 
education, and the spokesmen have repre- 
sented many different interests and points of 
view. But the focus of the controversy has 
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been the public high school, its organization 
and curriculum, and the philosophy of 
education that governs it. On one side, with 
many individual exceptions and variations in 
views, stand the professional educators and 
their organizations. As the creators and ad- 
ministrators of the existing system, Ameri- 
can educators not surprisingly by and large 
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defend it, and while accepting and even in- 
itiating specific reforms, tend to justify ex- 
isting practices, institutional arrangements, 
and dominant philosophies of education. On 
the other side, a more heterogeneous body 
of laymen, college and university professors, 
politicians and military men have attacked 
fundamental aspects of secondary education 
in America. The disputes extend over a 
broad range of educational issues, but at the 
heart of the argument is the charge by the 
critics that the quality of American second- 
ary education is poor, that the time and 
energies of teachers and students are scat- 
tered and dispersed over a great variety of 
activities and subjects, and that there ought 
to be far greater emphasis on intellectual 
‘training, academic subject matter, and the 
acquisition of traditional skills апа 
knowledge.’ Very often, the call for reform 
is coupled with attacks on the policies and 
philosophies of professional educators; the 
critics claim that a watered-down progressive 
education, doctrines of “life adjustment,” 
the “child-centered school” and the “educa- 
tion of the whole person” have provided the 
rationale for an indifference to the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge and the development of 
clarity of thought and expression which stu- 
dents gain when held to high standards of 
achievement in course work centering on the 
traditional “solid” subject matters of Eng- 
lish, history, mathematics and the natural 
sciences. 

The public debate has largely restricted 
itself to issues internal to education—to the 
curriculum, to teacher training and certifica- 
tion, and the like. But the forces that most 
heavily affect developments within educa- 
tion largely lie outside it, and are often not 
reflected in the debates about it. It may be 
useful to consider some of the historical 
forces which give rise to the current con- 
troversies over secondary education. 


THE TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICA 


The Civil War is the great watershed of 
American history. It stands midway between 
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the Revolution and ourselves, and symboli- 
cally, but not just symbolically, separates 
the agrarian society of small farmers and 
small businessmen of the first half of the 
nineteenth century from the urbanized 
industrial society with its salaried employees 
that followed. And the mass public secon- 
dary school system as we know it has its 
roots in the transformation of the economy 
and society that took place after the Civi 
War. 

In 1820, at least 7 out of every 10 Ameri- 
cans in the labor force were farmers or farm 
laborers. In 1870, farmers still comprised 
about half the labor force. By 1960, tha 
figure was below 10 per cent. At the same 
time, the proportion of salaried white collar 
workers rose from less than 10 per cent in 
1870 to nearly 40 per cent today.^ The 
proportion of non-farm manual workers in 
the labor force rose until 1920, leveled off at 
about 40 per cent since then and has shown 
signs of falling over the past decade. Thus, 
there has been a large and rapid growth of a 
new salaried middle class, paralleled by а 
large and rapid decline in the proportion of 
the labor force in agriculture, with the pro- 
portions of manual workers rising till about 
1920 but relatively constant over the past 
forty years. 

These changes in the occupational struc- 
ture have reflected tremendous changes in 
the economy and organization of work. 
Since the Civil War, and especially in the 
past fifty years, an economy based on thou- 
sands of small farms and businesses has been 
transformed into one based on large bureau- 
cratized organizations characterized by 
centralized decision-making and administra- 
tion carried out through coordinated mana- 
gerial and clerical staffs. 

When small organizations grow large, 
papers replace verbal orders; papers replace 
rule of thumb calculations of price and 
profit; papers carry records of work flow 
and inventory that in a small operation can 
be seen at a glance on the shop floor and 
materials shed. And as organizations grew, 
people had to be trained to handle those 
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papers—to prepare them, to type them, to 
file them, to process them, to assess and use 
them. The growth of the secondary school 
system after 1870 was in large part a re- 
sponse to the pull of the economy for a mass 
of white collar employees with more than an 
elementary school education. 


THE FIRST TRANSFORMATION OF 
AMERICAN SECONDARY EDUCATION 


In 1870 there were roughly 80,000 students 
enrolled in high schools of all kinds in this 
country, and the bulk of these were in tui- 
tion academies, Public high schools were just 
beginning to grow in numbers—there were 
perhaps no more than 500 in the whole 
country, concentrated in the Northeast, and 
still greatly outnumbered by the tuition 
асайетіеѕ.? The 16,000 high school grad- 
uates in that year comprised only about 2 
per cent of the seventeen year olds in the 
country. Moreover, a very large proportion 
of those who went to secondary school went 
on to college. 

The American secondary school system 
of 1870 offered a classical liberal education 
to a small number of middle and upper mid- 
dle class boys. Very few students went to 
secondary school, most who went graduated, 
and many who graduated went on to college. 
By 1910, there were over 1,100,000 high 
school students, nearly 90 per cent of them 
enrolled in the over 10,000 public high 
Schools, and they comprised about 15 per 
cent of the 14-17 year age group.” But for 
the bulk of these students, high school was 
as far as they were going. By 1957, 90 per 
cent of the 14-17 year age group were in 
school, while 62 per cent of the 17 year old 
cohort were gaining high school diplomas. 
Before 1870, the small secondary school 
system offered a curriculum and maintained 
standards of scholarship geared to the admis- 
sions requirements of the colleges." After 
1870, the growing mass secondary system 
was largely terminal, providing a useful and 
increasingly vocational education for the 
new body of white collar workers. 


The evidence for the connection between 
education and occupation that developed 
after the Civil War is embedded in the census 
reports. In 1950, at the end of the fifty year 
period that might be called “the age of the 
terminal high school,” the median years of 
schooling completed by men and women 25 
years and older in various occupational 
groups were as follows:? 


professionals: 16+ 
managers, officials, and proprietors: 11.3 
clerical and kindred: 11.4 
sales workers: 112, 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred: 8.3 
operatives and kindred: RE 
laborers, except mine and farm: 7.0 
service workers: 7.8 


Of course, changes in the occupational 
structure do not provide the whole explana- 
tion of the extraordinary growth of second- 
ary and higher education in the United 
States. The changes in the occupational 
structure have raised the educational aspira- 
tions of large parts of the American popula- 
tion, and the educational system has been 
responsive to these higher aspirations. The 
role of public education in American 
thought and popular sentiment, and its per- 
ceived connection with the national welfare 
and individual achievement, have, at least 
until recently, been greater in America than 
in any other country. Other countries, Great 
Britain to name one, have had comparable 
revolutions in their economic structure with- 
out comparable educational transformations. 
The commitment of America to equality of 
opportunity, the immense importance 
attached to education throughout American 
history, the very great role of education as 
an avenue of mobility in a society where 
status ascribed at birth is felt to be an illegit- 
imate barrier to advancement—all of these 
historical and social psychological forces are 
involved in the extraordinary American com- 
mitment to mass secondary and higher 
education. Moreover, there were forces 
involved in the growth of the high school— 
such as large scale immigration and urbaniza- 
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tion, and the movement to abolish child 
labor!" —which are not present in the 
growth of mass higher education, whereas 
transformations of the occupational struc- 
ture are common to both educational move- 
ments. 

Now, the creation of a system of mass 
secondary education that accompanied the 
growth of mass organizations after 1870 
could not be simply the extension of the old 
elite secondary system; it would be different 
in function (terminal rather than prepara- 
tory) and in organization (public locally con- 
trolled rather than private tuition and 
endowed schools). Moreover, it needed its 
own curriculum and its own teacher-training 
programs and institutions. It needed its own 
teacher-training programs first because the 
sheer number of secondary teachers required 
by mass secondary education was far beyond 
the capacities of the traditional colleges to 
supply, as they had supplied the older tui- 
tion academies." In the old academies, the 
principals and masters were products of the 
colleges, and often went on to teach in the 
colleges; there was no sharp break between 
the academies and the colleges since they 
taught roughly the same subjects to the same 
kinds of students. This was no longer pos- 
sible with the new terminal public high 
school; the students were different, the 
curriculum was not preparation for college, 
by and large, and new Departments of Edu- 
cation and State Teachers Colleges were 
created at least in part to train the staffs of 
these new high schools.’* These centers of 
professional education were not identified 
with the older, elite traditions of higher 
education, but created their own traditions 
of education for life, for citizenship, for 
useful tasks, the traditions, that is, of the 
mass democratic terminal secondary system 
that came to full flower between 1910 and 
1940." 

By 1935, an observer sympathetic to 
these developments could write: 


The twentieth century so far has wit- 
nessed a steady shifting of ... control [over 
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secondary education] by college presidents 
and faculties to people more immediately 
concerned with the operation or professional 
study of secondary education ... Not only 
are national committees dealing with the 
general aspects of secondary education 
becoming exclusively manned by secondary 
school leaders and specialists, but the whole 
process of curriculum making for high 
schools within states and within local school 
systems is rapidly becoming assumed by 
these professional categories. High school 
courses of study are less and less often 
handed down by college authorities even in 
the old academic fields. Secondary text- 
books are more and more written by public 
school superintendents, high school princi- 
pals, supervisors, teachers, and students of 
educational methods. 

A further evidence of this general trend is 
the continuing introduction of new subjects 
and courses. Whereas in the past most new 
subjects appeared in the secondary school as 
reflections of the growing differentiation of 
the academic disciplines, most of the new 
subjects now appearing represent hitherto 
neglected aspects of social existence. As 
illustrations may be cited innumerable voca- 
tional courses, health courses, citizenship 
courses, and character courses. 15 


In the fifty years between 1880 and 1930, 
the numbers of students in public high 
schools in the United States roughly doubled 
every decade, rising from 110,000 to nearly 
four and a half million. And the new second- 
ary education was shaped both by the enor- 
mous increase in numbers of students, and 
by their social characteristics. Many of the 
new students were in school unwillingly, in 
obedience to the new or more stringent state 
compulsory education laws; many came 
from poor, culturally impoverished homes 
and had modest vocational goals; many of 
these were the sons and daughters of recent 
immigrants, and seemed to observers very 
much in need of "Americanization." $ 
These new students posed new problems for 
secondary education; and these problems, 
and the answers which they engendered, 
transformed public secondary education, its 
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philosophy and its curriculum. Commenting 
on the influential National Education Asso- 
ciation Report of 1918 entitled Cardinal 
Principles of Secondary Education, a report 
strongly influenced by the writings of John 
Dewey, and responsive to the new demands 
of mass secondary education, James Conant 
observes: 


Confronted with a “heterogeneous high 
school population destined to enter all sorts 
of occupations,” high school teachers and 
administrators and professors of education 
needed some justification for a complete 
overhauling of a high school curriculum 
originally designed for a homogeneous stu- 
dent body. The progressives with their 
emphasis on the child, “оп learning by 
doing,” on democracy and citizenship, and 
with their attack on the arguments used to 
support a classical curriculum were bringing 
up just the sort of new ideas that were sorely 
needed, After closing John Dewey’s volume, 
Democracy and Education, 1 had the feeling 
that, like the Austro-Hungarian Empire of 
the nineteenth century, if John Dewey 
hadn't existed he would have had to be 
invented. In a sense perhaps he was, or at 
least his doctrines were shaped by school 
people with whom he talked and worked.!7 


The creation of a mass terminal system, 
with functions and orientations quite differ- 
ent from that of the traditional college 
preparatory system it succeeded, forced not 
merely certain changes in the curriculum, 
but a drastic shift in the basic assumptions 
underlying secondary education. Speaking of 
the writings of G. Stanley Hall in support of 
the “child-centered school,” Lawrence 
Cremin notes that they 


paved the way for a fundamental shift in the 
meaning of equal opportunity at the second- 
ary level. Formerly, when the content and 
Purpose of the secondary school had been 
fairly well defined, equal opportunity meant 
the right of all who might profit from 
Secondary education as so defined to enjoy 
its benefits. Now, the “given” of the equa- 
tion was no longer the school with its con- 
tent and purposes, but the children with 


their background and needs. Equal opportu- 
nity now meant simply the right of all who 
came to be offered something of value, and 
it was the school’s obligation to offer it. The 
magnitude of this shift cannot be over- 
estimated; it was truly Copernican in charac- 
ter. And tied as it was to the fortunes of the 
child-study movement, it gained vast popu- 
larity during the first decade of the twen- 
tieth сепшту 18 


The popularity of these new ideas and 
assumptions, and their impact on secondary 
education in the succeeding decades, sug- 
gests how educational doctrines are influ- 
enced by social trends.'? With schools full 
of children for whom the traditional content 
and purpose of the secondary school curricu- 
lum were irrelevant, educators needed some 
rationale and justification for what they 
were doing. And what they were doing was 
trying to teach something that promised to 
be of some use for these terminal students, 
in ways that would hold, at least fleetingly, 
the interest of indifferent students whose 
basic interests lay outside the classroom. It 
was precisely the interest and motivation 
that one could no longer assume in the stu- 
dent, but had to engender in the school, that 
lay at the heart of W. H. Kilpatrick’s influen- 
tial The Project Method,” and before that, 
underlay the importance of motivation in 
Dewey’s writings. 


THE GROWTH OF MASS HIGHER 
EDUCATION IN AMERICA 


During the decades when the institutions, 
the curriculum, and the philosophies of mass 
terminal education were being created, the 
college population was rising very slowly. ?! 
As recently as 1940 the total number of 
students enrolled in college comprised only 
15 per cent of the college age group (the 18 
to 21 year olds). By 1954, that proportion 
was up to 30 per cent, and by 1960 it was 
around 37% per cent. Over both the longer 
20 year period between 1940 and 1960 and 
the recent six year period, 1954—1960, the 
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rate of increase in college enrollments as a 
proportion of the college age group has been 
about 1.3 per cent a year. If that rate of 
increase is maintained, and that is a conser- 
vative forecast, then by 1970 college enroll- 
ments will comprise about half of the college 
age group.” The rapid rate of increase since 
1940 is in marked contrast with the average 
rate of increase of only 0.35 per cent per 
annum between 1920, when college enroll- 
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Figure I. Enrollment Rates in Secondary and 
Higher Education, United States, 1870- 
1980. 


—— High school enrollments as a propor- 
tion of population 14—17 years of age. 


—— College and university enrollments as 
a proportion of population 18—21 years of 
age. 


——- Estimated. 


Note: These curves are based on the figures at 10- 
year intervals, and do not show the enrollment 
rates during World War Il and the Korean War. 


Sources: Progress of Public Education in the 
United States, 1959—1960 op. cit. 

Historical Statistics, op. cit. 

Fact Book, op. cit. 

Bogue, The Population of the United States, 
op. cit. 
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ments comprised 8 per cent of the college 
age group, and 1940, when that figure had 
risen to 15 per cent. 

Figure I shows the phases in the parallel 
development of American secondary and 
higher education graphically. If we take, 
somewhat arbitrarily, an enrollment of 15 
per cent of the age-grade as the beginning of 
the mass phase of an educational system, 
then secondary education passed this line 
around 1910, and higher education in 1940. 
The period 1870—1980 with which we are 
dealing falls naturally then into three phases. 
In Phase I secondary and higher education 
were by and large offering an academic edu- 
cation to an elite minority. Phase II, be- 
tween roughly 1910 and 1940, saw the rapid 
growth of mass terminal education, with 
higher education still offered to a small but 
slowly growing minority. Since 1940, or 
more precisely, since World War П, we are 
(in Phase III) seeing the rapid growth of 
mass higher education. With enrollments in 
higher education continuing to grow, and 
with secondary school enrollments (as a pro- 
portion of the 14—17 year old population) 
near saturation, the transformation of the 
terminal secondary system into a mass 
preparatory system is well under way. 

It is interesting to compare rates of in- 
crease in college attendance during the first 
two decades of Phase III with the rate of 
increase in high school enrollments during 
the decades 1909—1939 (Phase II), the years 
of growth of the mass secondary system. In 
the last twenty years of Phase I, 1889-1909, 
the high school population (as a proportion 
of the 14—17 year olds) rose from 6.7 per 
cent to 15.4 per cent, an annual rate of in- 
crease of about 0.44 per cent. Over the next 
three decades (Phase II), the rate increased 
from 15.4 per cent to 73.3 per cent, an 
annual rate of increase of about 1.9 per cent. 
While this is somewhat higher than the rate of 
increase of about 1.3 per cent annually in col- 
lege attendance (as a proportion of the 18-21 
year olds) thus far in Phase III, there is in 
both cases a marked increase in the rate of 
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growth over the previous period. In the case 
of both secondary and higher education, the 
rate of increase has been about four times as 
great in the period of rapid growth as com- 
pared with the immediately preceding 
periods of slow growth. In both cases we see 
the rapid transformation of an education for 
a relatively small elite into a system of mass 
education. This process is about completed 
for the secondary education (in 1958 the 
high school population comprised nearly 90 
per cent of the high school age group), while 
we are in the middle of the expansion of 
opportunities for higher education. And as 
with secondary education, there is no reason 
to believe that the United States will stop 
short of providing opportunities and facil- 
ities for nearly universal experience of some 
kind in higher education. 

The immediate force behind these trends 
in both secondary and higher education are 
changes in public sentiment—in people's 
ideas of what they want and expect for their 
children in the way of formal education. 
Where most Americans have come to see a 
high school education as the ordinary, ex- 
pected thing for their children, they are now 
coming to think of at least some time in 
college in the same way.™ Behind these 
changes in sentiment are other social forces, 
not least among which is another change in 
our occupational structure, parallel to the 
massive growth in the white collar popula- 
tion which underlay the growth of the 
public secondary school system. The current 
change is the immense growth of demand for 
more highly trained and educated people ог 
all kinds. Between 1940 and 1950, the 
number of engineers in the country doubled; 
the number of research workers increased by 
50 per cent. Even more striking, between 
1950 and 1960 the total labor force in- 
creased by only 8 per cent; but the number 
Of professional, technical, and kindred 
workers grew by 68 per cent? —and these, 
Of course, are the occupations that call for at 
least some part of a college education. More- 
Over, it is estimated that the period 1957— 


1970 will see an increase of a further 60 per 
cent in this category of highly educated 
workers.” Where in the decades 1900— 
1930, clerical and kindred workers were the 
fastest growing occupational classification 
and by far, in the period 1950-1970 it has 
been and will be the professional and techni- 
cal occupations.?” 


THE SECOND TRANSFORMATION OF 
AMERICAN SECONDARY EDUCATION 


There are two major points to be made in 
summary here. First, much the same forces 
which made for the development of the mass 
secondary system in this country are now at 
work creating a system of mass higher educa- 
tion. And second, this development is rapid- 
ly changing the function of the secondary 
system. Secondary education in the United 
States began as an elite preparatory system; 
during its great years of growth it became a 
mass terminal system; and it is now having 
to make a second painful transition on its 
way to becoming a mass preparatory system. 
But this transition is a good deal more diffi- 
cult than the first, because while the first 
involved the creation of the necessary insti- 
tutions, the second is requiring the transfor- 
mation of a huge existing institutional 
complex. It is almost always easier to create 
new institutions to perform a new function 
than it is to transform existing institutions 
to meet new functions. And as a further 
complication, during these long decades of 
transition, the secondary schools are going 
to have to continue to perform the old 
terminal education functions for very large if 
decreasing proportions of students who are 
not equipped, motivated, or oriented toward 
college. In the earlier transition, the old col- 
lege preparatory schools continued to exist 
and to perform their preparatory functions, 
with much the same curriculum and kinds of 
personnel, thus permitting a rough division 
of function between the older and the newer 
schools. And where this was not possible, 
the number of preparatory students was 
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shortly so small as compared with the termi- 
nal students that the schools did not have 
quite the same sense of equal but conflicting 
functions that secondary people are now 
coming to feel.?5 

By contrast, now and for the foreseeable 
future, both the preparatory and terminal 
functions will have to be performed by the 
same institutions and the same personnel. Of 
course, that has always been true to some 
extent—there have always been college- 
oriented students in our high schools, and 
provisions have been made for them. But by 
and large, they have been a minority in an 
institution created for the great mass of 
terminal students. The dominant philoso- 
phies and structure of the high school could 
be determined by its central function of 
providing a terminal secondary education for 
the mass of American youth. As preparatory 
students become an increasingly large pro- 
portion of all high school youth, and in 
more and more places a majority, they pro- 
vide by their existence not just a demand for 
special provision, but a challenge to the basic 
structure and philosophy of the school. And 
this is the challenge that underlies the criti- 
cism of secondary education that flows from 
many sources. 

The rough equality of the terminal and 
preparatory functions today may account 
for why the critics and the defenders of the 
schools largely talk past one another. The 
critics, who are often university professors, 
say, in effect, "We need not merely better 
provision for the preparatory student, but 
rather, a different guiding educational 
philosophy for a preparatory secondary sys- 
tem."? And the defenders, who are often 
professional educators, since it is they who 
created the educational system now under 
attack, reply, “We cannot ignore the needs 
and requirements of the great numbers of 
students who are not going on to college." ® 
And when the numbers going on and the 
numbers not going on are approximately 
equal, as they are now in many places, 
neither side can point to numbers as simple 
justification for its argument. . . . 
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THE IMPACT OF THE TRANSFORMA- 
TION ON TERMINAL EDUCATION 


The expansion of the college-going popula- 
tion fills the high schools with college 
preparatory students, and generates the pres- 
sures for a strengthening of the preparatory 
function that we have spoken of. But this 
development also affects the character of the 
terminal students, and of terminal education 
in high school, as well. When few students 
went on to college, there was no disgrace in 
not doing so; moreover, except for the pro- 
fessions, it was not so clear that occupa- 
tional success was closely linked to academic 
achievement. The Horatio Alger myth, and 
the American folklore celebrating the suc- 
cesses of the self-made (and self-educated) 
man, served to define school achievement as 
only one among several legitimate avenues to 
success. But the rationalization of industry, 
and the increased importance of higher edu- 
cation for advancement beyond the lowest 
levels of the occupational structure, make 
educational achievement objectively more 
important for later success; the increased 
numbers of college-going students make this 
importance visible to high school students. 
The consequence of all this is to change the 
character of the students who do not go on 
to college when increasing majorities of stu- 
dents do so. Already in some localities, and 
increasingly in coming decades, the students 
not going on to college are being reduced to 
a hard core composed of two groups: children 
from ethnic and racial groups which do not 
place strong emphasis on high educational 
and occupational aspirations—for example, 
Negroes and Mexicans; and children of low 
intelligence who simply cannot handle col- 
lege preparatory work. 

The transformation of “not going to 
college” into “failure” has both social and 
psychological consequences. Among those 
who want to succeed in school but cannot, 
the effects of failure may be a loss of self- 
respect, with widespread if not highly visible 
and dramatic consequences for the social 
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behaviors of those so affected. One English 
observer suggests that: 


As a result of the close relationship be- 
tween education and occupation a situation 
may soon be reached when the educational 
institutions legitimize social inequality by 
individualizing failure. Democratization of 
the means of education together with the 
internalizing of the achievement ethic by 
members of the working-class strata may 
lead to an individualizing of their failure, to 
a loss of self-respect which in turn modifies 
an individual’s attitude both to his group 
and to the demands made upon him by his 
society.?! 


This problem of the motivated student of 
low ability may be more severe in England, 
and in other Western countries in the earlier 
stages of the democratization of education, 
than in the United States, where among our 
nearly 2,000 institutions of higher education 
there is a college somewhere for every- 
body." Moreover, the elaborate student 
counselling programs in our mass public 
institutions are designed explicitly to help 
students of low academic ability accept their 
limitations, and direct their energies toward 
attainable educational and occupational 
goals without a sense of personal failure and 
resentment toward society.?? 

But while the emerging American educa- 
tional system promises to make some provi- 
sion for all those who accept its values, 
regardless of their academic ability, it is not 
80 clear what it can do for those who deeply 
reject its values and purposes, along with 
many of the values and purposes of the 
larger society. The increasing extent and 
violence of juvenile delinquency in the 
United States may be closely linked to the 
extension of educational opportunities to 
the conforming majority. Where educational 
achievement (in terms at least of years com- 
pleted) becomes more widespread and thus 
more visible, and more important to even 
modest success in the occupational world, 
then educational failure рат passu becomes 
more devastating to one's hopes of achieving 
the advertised “good life" through legitimate 


channels. Failure in school for many is part 
of a familiar vicious cycle. Absence of 
encouragement or concern with school per- 
formance in the home (especially marked in 
certain ethnic and racial groups) leads to 
failure to acquire basic skills, such as read- 
ing, in the early grades, which ensures aca- 
demic failure in higher grades. These 
repeated failures make school seem a punish- 
ing prison, from which the boy escapes as 
early as the law allows. But lacking educa- 
tion or training, it is unlikely that he can get 
any but the poorest jobs. And the habits and 
resentments generated at home, on the 
street, and in school make it unlikely that 
such a boy can move into better jobs. After 
repeated failures in school and a succession 
of poorly paid odd jobs, the rewards of 
membership in a gang, and of participation 
in its delinquent subculture are considerable. 
And the more the high school is organized 
around the college preparatory programs, 
the more it stresses academic achievement, 
the more punishing it will be for the non- 
achievers.^ The delinquent subculture is a 
way of dealing with deprivations of status, 
very largely experienced in the schools, and 
as a response to these deprivations, “the 
gang offers an heroic rather than an eco- 
nomic [ог intellectual] basis of self- 
respect."?5 

Special school programs may help meet 
the complex problems of low aspirations and 
juvenile delinquency, though children grow- 
ing up in disorganized families, or in cultures 
cut off from the dominant American value 
systems, or exposed to the corrosive effects 
of racial prejudice, present problems that 
cannot be wholly dealt with in and by the 
schools. The point here is that the growth of 
educational opportunity threatens to make 
the greater part of terminal education in 
high schools coincidental with the social 
problems of juvenile delinquency. This is not 
to say that every classroom full of поп- 
college going students is or will be a “black- 
board jungle." It does mean that the 
hostility toward the school characteristic of 
the juvenile gangs, but much more wide- 
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spread than their membership, will be an 
increasing part of the educational problem 
faced by schools and teachers dealing with 
terminal students. The cluster of values 
which characterize juvenile delinquency— 
“the search for kicks, the disdain of 
work...and the acceptance of aggressive 
toughness as proof of masculinity”*° —is 
incompatible with disciplined school work, 
either academic or vocational. Moreover, 
much of the serious vocational training the 
high schools have offered in the past is being 
increasingly shifted to higher education, 
especially to the junior colleges.?? 

The terminal education of the future will 
not simply be the terminal education of the 
past offered to a decreasing proportion of 
students. The growth of the college-going 
population changes the character of the 
remaining terminal students, it changes the 
meaning of their terminal work, and it will 
force changes in the organization and cur- 
riculum of terminal secondary education. It 
may also call for teachers with special skills 
and training in dealing with the problems of 
the minority or *hard-core" of terminal stu- 
dents. But if the increasingly important 
preparatory programs claim the best re- 
sources of secondary education and 
command the most able teachers, then 
terminal education will indeed be a second- 
class program for second-class students. And 
they will know it, and that knowledge will 
feed their bitterness and resentment. Neither 
the old terminal education for life, nor the 
strengthened academic programs will meet 
their needs. If the terminal education of the 
future is not to be an educational slum, it 
will demand large resources and much intelli- 
gence. But these are always in short supply, 
and terminal education will be competing 
for both with the more attractive programs 
of preparatory education. 


CONCLUSION 


Universal secondary education in the United 
States was achieved through a system of 
comprehensive high schools, devoted primar- 
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ily to the education of the great mass of its 
students for work and life, and secondarily 
to the preparation of a small minority for 
higher education. The present concern with 
the reform of the high school curriculum 
and teacher training reflects the rapid 
growth of the college-going population, and 
the increased importance of the preparatory 
function. 

Nevertheless, it may have been possible to 
combine terminal education for a majority 
and preparatory education for a minority 
more successfully than it will be to combine 
preparatory education for a majority and 
terminal education for a minority under one 
roof. Moreover, the shortage of highly quali- 
fied and motivated teachers of academic 
subjects may require that they be used 
where their talents and interests are most 
productive—that is, in teaching the academi- 
cally most talented fraction of the student 
body. Secondary education in America may 
have to accept a higher measure of division 
of labor and differentiation of function than 
it has in the past. As a terminal system, it 
could in its comprehensiveness and emphasis 

n “education for life” simply carry further 
the basic education of the elementary school 
of which it was an outgrowth. As it becomes 
increasingly a preparatory system, it may be 
forced to take on some of the characteristics 
of higher education for which it is preparing, 
and place greater emphasis on differences 
among both teachers and students in aca- 
demic ability and intellectual and occupa- 
tional interests. 

American higher education deals with the 
diversity of student abilities and talents 
largely through the great diversity of institu- 
tions which compose it, institutions which 
vary greatly in their selectivity, and in the 
academic abilities of their students.?? Amer- 
ican comprehensive high schools contain all 
this diversity within themselves, providing 
different streams or tracks for students with 
different educational or vocational inten- 
tions, or, as Conant has urged, grouping by 
ability, subject by subject. But these 
arrangements ignore the effects of the stu- 
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dents on one another, and of the student 
“mix” on the intellectual climate of the 
school. In a school where the academically 
motivated students are in a minority, they 
cannot help but be affected by the predomi- 
nantly anti-intellectual values (and behav- 
iors) of the majority; similarly, where the 
low-achieving terminal students are in the 
minority, it is hard for them not to be de- 
fined as second-class students by other stu- 
dents and teachers, with the effects on them 
discussed earlier. It may be that the period 
we are entering will call for a critical evalua- 
tion of the comprehensive high school, the 
institution created by and for mass terminal 
secondary education.*! 

The current controversies in and about 
secondary education in America are a 
natural and healthy response to the transfor- 
mation of the secondary education in this 
country. It can be expected that the discus- 
sion will grow in volume and scope as this 
transformation proceeds in the decades 
ahead. It can also be expected that the dis- 
cussion ahead will be carried on largely 
between critics located outside the schools, 
and professional educators inside them. On 
one side there is a detached perspective but 
without first-hand knowledge of the schools; 
on the other, defensiveness, but also inti- 
mate experience with the problems under 
discussion. If the critics and the professional 
educators can sharpen and clarify the issues 
in the course of their discussion, and go on 
to learn from one another about the incon- 
venient facts that their respective positions 
do not adequately take into account, then 
the controversy may become a dialogue, and 
perhaps a fruitful one for American second- 
ary education. 
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of institutional differentiation can be observed, 
and where experimental programs can be devel- 
oped for later application in the comprehensive 
schools. The “hard-core” terminal students present 
a more difficult problem. 


4. Functional and Conflict Theories of Educational 


Education has become highly important in 
occupational attainment in modern America, 
and thus occupies a central place in the 
analysis of stratification and of social mobil- 
ity. This paper attempts to assess the ade- 
quacy of two theories in accounting for 
available evidence on the link between 
education and stratification: a functional 
theory concerning trends in technical skill 
requirements in industrial societies; and a 
conflict theory derived from the approach of 
Max Weber, stating the determinants of 
various outcomes in the struggles among 
Status groups. It will be argued that the 
evidence best supports the conflict theory, 
although technical requirements have impor- 
tant effects in particular contexts. It will be 
further argued that the construction of a 
general theory of the determinants of strati- 
fication in its varying forms is best advanced 
by incorporating elements of the functional 
analysis of technical requirements of specific 
jobs at appropriate points within the conflict 
model. The conclusion offers an interpreta- 
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tion of historical change in education and 
stratification in industrial America, and sug- 
gests where further evidence is required for 
more precise tests and for further develop- 
ment of a comprehensive explanatory 
theory. 


THE IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION 


A number of studies have shown that the 
number of years of education is a strong 
determinant of occupational achievement in 
America with social origins constant. They 
also show that social origins affect educa- 
tional attainment, and also occupational 
attainment after the completion of educa- 
tion (Blau and Duncan, 1967:163–205; 
Eckland, 1965; Sewell et al., 1969; Duncan 
and Hodge, 1963; Lipset and Bendix, 1959: 
189-192). There are differences in 
occupational attainment independent of 
social origins between the graduates of more 
prominent and less prominent secondary 
schools, colleges, graduate schools, and law 
schools (Smigel, 1964:39, 73—74, 117; Have- 
mann and West, 1952:179-181; Ladinsky, 
1967; Hargens and Hagstrom, 1967). 
Educational requirements for employ- 
ment have become increasingly widespread, 
not only in elite occupations but also at the 
bottom of the occupational hierarchy (see 
Table 1). In a 1967 survey of the San Fran- 
cisco, Oakland, and San Jose areas (Collins, 
1969), 17% of the employers surveyed re- 
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Table 1. Percent of Employers Requiring Various Minimum Educational Levels of Em- 
ployees, by Occupational Level. 


National Survey, 1937-38 


Unskilled ^ Semi-skilled Skilled Clerical ^ Managerial ^ Professional 

Less than high school 99% 97% 89% 33% 32% 9% 
High school diploma 1 3 11 63 54 16 
Some college 1 2i 23 
College degree 3 12 52 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

San Francisco Bay Area, 1967 

Less than high school 83% 76% 62% 29% 27% 10% 

High school diploma 16 24 28 68 14 4 
Vocational training 

beyond high school 1 1 10 2 2 4 
Some college 2 12 7 
College degree 41 70 
Graduate degree 3 5 

100% 100% 100% 101% 99% 100% 
(244) (237) (245) (306) (288) (240) 


Sources: Н.М. Bell, Matching Youth and Jobs (Washington: American Council on Education, 1940), p. 
264, as analyzed in Lawrence Thomas, The Occupational Structure and Education (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1956), p. 346; and Randall Collins, “Education and Employment," unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 1969, Table III-1. Bell does not report the number 


of employers in the sample, but it was apparently large. 


quired at least a high school diploma for 
employment in even unskilled positions;! a 
national survey (Bell, 1940) in 1937-1938 
found a comparable figure of 1%. At the 
same time, educational requirements appear 
to have become more specialized, with 3875 
of the organizations in the 1967 survey 
Which required college degrees of managers 
preferring business administration training, 
and an additional 15% preferring engineering 
training; such requirements appear to have 
been virtually unknown in the 1920s (Pier- 
son, 1959:34—54). At the same time, the 
proportions of the American population 
attending schools through the completion of 
high school and advanced levels have risen 
sharply during the last century (Table 2). 
Careers are thus increasingly shaped within 
the educational system. 


THE TECHNICAL-FUNCTION THEORY 
OF EDUCATION 


А common explanation of the importance of 
education in modern society may be termed 


the technical-function theory. Its basic 
propositions, found in a number of sources 
(see, for example, B. Clark, 1962; Kerr et al., 
1960), may be stated as follows: (1) the skill 
requirements of jobs in industrial society 
constantly increase because of technological 
change. Two processes are involved: (a) the 
proportion of jobs requiring low skill de- 
creases and the proportion requiring high 
skill increases; and (b) the same jobs are 
upgraded in skill requirements. (2) Formal 
education provides the training, either in 
specific skills or in general capacities, neces- 
sary for the more highly skilled jobs. (3) 
Therefore, educational requirements for 
employment constantly rise, and increas- 
ingly larger proportions of the population 
are required to spend longer and longer 
periods in school. 

The technical-function theory of educa- 
tion may be seen as a particular application 
of a more general functional approach. The 
functional theory of stratification (Davis and 
Moore, 1945) rests on the premises (A) that 
occupational positions require particular 
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Table 2. Percentage Educational Attainment in the United States, 1869-1965. 


High school Resident college — B.A.'s or Ist prof. М.А. or 2nd prof. Ph.D.'s 
graduates students/ degrees/1/10 degrees/1/10 1/10 of 
Period pop. 17 yrs. old pop. 18-21 of pop. 15—24 of pop. 25—34 pop. 25-34 
1869-1870 2.0 1.7 
1879-1880 25 2n 
1889-1890 3.3 3.0 
1899-1900 64 4.0 1.66 0.12 0.03 
1909-1910 8.8 51 1.85 0,13 0.02 
1919-1920 16.8 8.9 2.33 0.24 0.03 
1929-1930 29.0 12.4 4.90 0.78 0.12 
1939-1940 50.8 15.6 7.05 1.24 0.15 
1949-1950 59.0 29.6 17.66 243 0.27 
1959-1960 65.1 34.9 17.72 3.25 0.42 
1963 76.3 38.0 
1965 19.71 5.02 0.73 


Sources: Historical Statistics of the United States, Series A-28-29, H 327-338; Statistical Abstract of the 
United States 1966, Tables 3 and 194; Digest of Educational Statistics (U. S. Office of Education, 1967), 


Tables 66 and 88. 


kinds of skilled performance; and (B) that 
positions must be filled with persons who 
have either the native ability, or who have 
acquired the training, necessary for the per- 
formance of the given occupational role.? 
The technical-function theory of education 
may be viewed as a subtype of this form of 
analysis, since it shares the premises that the 
occupational structure creates demands for 
particular kinds of performance, and that 
training is one way of filling these demands. 
In addition, it includes the more restric- 
tive premises (1 and 2 above) concerning the 
way in which skill requirements of jobs 
change with industrialization, and соп- 
cerning the content of school experiences. 

The technical-function theory of educa- 
tion may be tested by reviewing the evidence 
for each of its propositions (1a, 1b, and 2).? 
As will be seen, these propositions do not 
adequately account for the evidence. In 
order to generate a more complete explana- 
tion, it will be necessary to examine the 
evidence for the underlying functional 
propositions, (A) and (B). This analysis leads 
to a focus on the processes of stratification— 
notably group conflict—not expressed in the 
functional theory, and to the formalization 


of a conflict theory to account for the evi- 
dence. 

Proposition (1a): Educational require- 
ments of jobs in industrial society increase 
because the proportion of jobs requiring low 
skill decreases and the proportion requiring 
high skill increases. Available evidence sug- 
gests that this process accounts for only a 
minor part of educational upgrading, at least 
in a society that has passed the point of 
initial industrialization. Fifteen percent of 
the increase in education of the U. S. labor 
force during the twentieth century may be 
attributed to shifts in the occupational struc- 
ture—a decrease in the proportion of jobs 
with low skill requirements and an increase 
in proportion of jobs with high skill require- 
ments (Folger and Nam, 1964). The bulk of 
educational upgrading (85%) has occurred 
within job categories. 

Proposition (1b): Educational require- 
ments of jobs in industrial society rise be- 
cause the same jobs are upgraded in skill 
requirements. The only available evidence on 
this point consists of data collected by the 
U. S. Department of Labor in 1950 and 
1960, which indicate the amount of change 
in skill requirements of specific jobs. Under 
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the most plausible assumptions as to the 
skills provided by various levels of educa- 
tion, it appears that the educational level of 
the U. S. labor force has changed in excess 
of that which is necessary to keep up with 
skill requirements of jobs (Berg, 1970:38- 
60). Over-education for available jobs is 
found particularly among males who have 
graduated from college and females with 
high school degrees or some college, and 
appears to have increased between 1950 and 
1960. 

Proposition (2): Formal education pro- 
vides required job skills. This proposition 
may be tested in two ways: (a) Are better 
educated employees more productive than 
less educated employees? (b) Are vocational 
skills learned in schools, or elsewhere? 

(a) Are better educated employees more 
productive? The evidence most often cited 
for the productive effects of education is 
indirect, consisting of relationships between 
aggregate levels of education in a society and 
its overall economic productivity. These are 
of three types: 

(i) The national growth approach in- 
volves calculating the proportion of 
growth in the U. S. Gross National 
Product attributable to conventional in- 
puts of capital and labor; these leave a 
large residual, which is attributed to 
improvements in skill of the labor force 
based on increased education (Schultz, 
1961; Denison, 1965). This approach 
suffers from difficulty in clearly distin- 
guishing among technological change 
affecting productive arrangements, 
changes in the abilities of workers ac- 
quired by experience at work with new 
technologies, and changes in skills due to 
formal education and motivational fac- 
tors associated with a competitive or 
achievement-oriented society. The assign- 
ment of a large proportion of the residual 
category to education is arbitrary. Deni- 
son (1965) makes this attribution on the 
basis of the increased income to persons 
with higher levels of education inter- 


preted as rewards for their contributions 
to productivity. Although # 5 a common 
assumption in economic argument that 
wage returns reflect output value, wage 
returns cannot be used to prove the pro- 
ductive contribution of education with- 
out circular reasoning. 

(8) Correlations of education and level 
of economic development for nations 
show that the higher the level of eco- 
nomic development of a country, the 
higher the proportion of its population in 
elementary, secondary, and higher educa- 
tion (Harbison and Myers, 1964). Such 
correlations beg the question of causality. 
There are considerable variations in 
school enrollments among countries at 
the same economic level, and many of 
these variations are explicable in terms of 
political demands for access to education 
(Ben-David, 1963-64). Also, the over- 
production of educated personnel in 
countries whose level of economic devel- 
opment cannot absorb them suggests the 
demand for education need not come 
directly from the economy, and may run 
counter to economic needs (Hoselitz, 
1965). 

(iii) Time-lag correlations of education 
and economic development show that 
increases in the proportion of population 
in elementary school precede increases in 
economic development after a takeoff 
point at approximately 30-50% of the 
7-14 years old age-group in school. Simi- 
lar anticipations of economic develop- 
ment are suggested for increases in 
secondary and higher education enroll- 
ment, although the data do not clearly 
support this conclusion (Peaslee, 1969). 
A pattern of advances in secondary 
school enrollments preceding advances in 
economic development is found only in a 
small number of cases (12 of 37 exam- 
ined in Peaslee, 1969). A pattern of 
growth of university enrollments and sub- 
sequent economic development is found 
in 21 of 37 cases, but the exceptions 
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(including the United States, France, 
Sweden, Russia, and Japan) are of such 
importance as to throw serious doubt on 
any necessary contribution of higher edu- 
cation to economic development. The 
main contribution of education to eco- 
nomic productivity, then, appears to 
occur at the level of the transition to 
mass literacy, and not significantly 
beyond this level. 


Direct evidence of the contribution of 
education to individual productivity is sum- 
marized by Berg (1970:85—104, 143-176). 
It indicates that the better educated 
employees are not generally more produc- 
tive, and in some cases are less productive, 
among samples of factory workers, mainte- 
nance men, department store clerks, tech- 
nicians, secretaries, bank tellers, engineers, 
industrial research scientists, military person- 
nel, and federal civil service employees. 

(b) Are vocational skills learned in school, 
or elsewhere? Specifically vocational educa- 
tion in the schools for manual positions is 
virtually independent of job fate, as grad- 
uates of vocational programs are not more 
likely to be employed than high school drop- 
outs (Plunkett, 1960; Duncan, 1964). Most 
skilled manual workers acquire their skills on 
the job or casually (Clark and Sloan, 
1966:73). Retraining for important techno- 
logical changes in industry has been carried 
out largely informally on-the-job; in only a 
very small proportion of jobs affected by 
technological change is formal retraining in 
educational institutions used (Collins, 
1969:147-158; Bright, 1958). 

The relevance of education for non- 
manual occupational skills is more difficult 
to evaluate. Training in specific professions, 
such as medicine, engineering, scientific or 
scholarly research, teaching, and law can 
plausibly be considered vocationally rele- 
vant, and possibly essential. Evidences com- 
paring particular degrees of educational 
success with particular kinds of occupational 
performance or success are not available, 
except for a few occupations. For engineers, 
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high college grades and degree levels gener- 
ally predict high levels of technical responsi- 
bility and high participation in professional 
activities, but not necessarily high salary or 
supervisory responsibility (Perrucci and Per- 
rucci, 1970). At the same time, a number of 
practicing engineers lack college degrees 
(about 40% of engineers in the early 19505; 
see Soderberg, 1963:213), suggesting that 
even such highly technical skills may be 
acquired on the job. For academic research 
scientists, educational quality has little 
effect on subsequent productivity (Hagstrom 
and Hargens, 1968). For other professions, 
evidence is not available on the degree to 
which actual skills are learned in school 
rather than in practice. In professions such 
as medicine and law, where education is a 
legal requirement for admission to practice, 
a comparison group of noneducated practi- 
tioners is not available, at least in the 
modern era. 

Outside of the traditional learned profes- 
sions, the plausibility of the vocational 
importance of education is more question- 
able. Comparisons of the efforts of different 
occupations to achieve “professionalization” 
suggest that setting educational requirements 
and bolstering them through licensing laws is 
a common tactic in raising an occupation’s 
prestige and autonomy (Wilensky, 1964). 
The result has been the proliferation of 
numerous pseudo-professions in modern 
society; nevertheless these fail to achieve 
strong professional organization through 
lack of a monopolizable (and hence teach- 
able) skill base. Business administration 
schools represent such an effort. (See Pier- 
son, 1959:9, 55-95, 140; Gordon and 
Howell, 1959:1—18, 40, 324-337). Descrip- 
tions of general, nonvocational education do 
not support the image of schools as places 
where skills are widely learned. Scattered 
studies suggest that the knowledge imparted 
in particular courses is retained only in small 
part through the next few years (Learned 
and Wood, 1938:28), and indicate a domi- 
nant student culture concerned with non- 
academic interests or with achieving grades 
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with a minimum of learning (Coleman, 
1961; Becker et al., 1968). 

The technical-function theory of educa- 
tion, then, does not give an adequate 
account of the evidence. Economic evidence 
indicates no clear contributions of education 
to economic development, beyond the provi- 
sions of mass literacy. Shifts in the propor- 
tions of more skilled and less skilled jobs do 
not account for the observed increase in 
education of the American labor force. 
Education is often irrelevant to on-the-job 
productivity and is sometimes counter- 
productive; specifically vocational training 
seems to be derived more from work experi- 
ence than from formal school training. The 
quality of schools themselves, and the nature 
of dominant student cultures suggest that 
Schooling is very inefficient as a means of 
training for work skills. 


FUNCTIONAL AND CONFLICT 
PERSPECTIVES 


It may be suggested that the inadequacies of 
the technical-function theory of education 
derive from a more basic source: the func- 
tional approach to stratification. A funda- 
mental assumption is that there is a generally 
fixed set of positions, whose various require- 
ments the labor force must satisfy. The fixed 
demand for skills of various types, at any 
given time, is the basic determinant of who 
Will be selected for what positions. Social 
change may then be explained by specifying 
how these functional demands change with 
the process of modernization. In keeping 
with the functional perspective in general, 
the needs of society are seen as determining 
the behavior and the rewards of the individ- 
uals within it. 

However, this premise may be questioned 
as an adequate picture of the fundamental 
processes of social organization. It may be 
Suggested that the “demands” of any occu- 
pational position are not fixed, but represent 
whatever behavior is settled upon in bargain- 
ing between the persons who fill the posi- 
tions and those who attempt to control 


them. Individuals want jobs primarily for the 
rewards to themselves in material goods, 
power, and prestige. The amount of produc- 
tive skill they must demonstrate to hold 
their positions depends on how much 
clients, customers, or employers can success- 
fully demand of them, and this in turn 
depends on the balance of power between 
workers and their employers. 

Employers tend to have quite imprecise 
conceptions of the skill requirements of 
most jobs, and operate on a strategy of 
"satisficing" rather than optimizing—that is, 
setting average levels of performance as satis- 
factory, and making changes in procedures 
or personnel only when performance falls 
noticeably below minimum standards (Dill 
et aL, 1962; March and Simon, 1958:140— 
141). Efforts to predict work performance 
by objective tests have foundered due to 
difficulties in measuring performance (ex- 
cept on specific mechanical tasks) and the 
lack of control groups to validate the tests 
(Anastasi, 1967). Organizations do not force 
their employees to work at maximum effi- 
ciency; there is considerable insulation of 
workers at all levels from demands for full 
use of their skills and efforts. Informal con- 
trols over output are found not only among 
production workers in manufacturing but 
also among sales and clerical personnel (Roy, 
1952; Blau, 1955; Lombard, 1955). The 
existence of informal organization at the 
managerial level, the widespread existence of 
bureaucratic pathologies such as evasion of 
responsibility, empire-building, and displace- 
ment of means by ends (“гей tape"), and the 
fact that administrative work is only in- 
directly related to the output of the organi- 
zation, suggest that managers, too, are 
insulated from strong technological pressures 
for use of technical skills. On all levels, 
wherever informal organization exists, it 
appears that standards of performance 
reflect the power of the groups involved. 

In this light, it is possible to reinterpret 
the body of evidence that ascriptive factors 
continue to be important in occupational 
success even in advanced industrial society. 
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The social mobility data summarized at the 
onset of this paper show that social origins 
have a direct effect on occupational success, 
even after the completion of education. 
Both case studies and cross-sectional samples 
amply document widespread discrimination 
against Negroes. Case studies show that the 
operation of ethnic and class standards in 
employment based not merely on skin color 
but on name, accent, style of dress, manners, 
and conversational abilities (Noland and 
Bakke, 1949; Turner, 1952; Taeuber et al., 
1966; Nosow, 1956). Cross-sectional studies, 
based on both biographical and survey data, 
show that approximately 60 to 70% of the 
American business elite come from upper- 
class and upper-middle-class families, and 
fewer than 15% from working-class families 
(Taussig and Joselyn, 1932:97; Warner 
and Abegglen, 1955:37-68;Newcomer, 1955: 
53; Bendix, 1956:198-253; Mills, 1963: 
110-139). These proportions are fairly 
constant from the early 1800's through the 
1950's. The business elite is overwhelmingly 
Protestant, male, and completely white, 
although there are some indications of a 
mild trend toward declining social origins 
and an increase of Catholics and Jews. 
Ethnic and class background have been 
found crucial for career advancement in the 
professions as well (Ladinsky, 1963; Hall, 
1946). Sexual stereotyping of jobs is ex- 
tremely widespread (Collins, 1969:234— 
238). 

In the traditional functionalist approach, 
these forms of ascription are treated as 
residual categories: carry-overs from a less 
advanced period, or marks of the imperfec- 
tions of the functional mechanism of place- 
ment. Yet available trend data suggest that 
the link between social class origins and 
occupational attainment has remained con- 
stant during the twentieth century in 
America (Blau and Duncan, 1967:81—113); 
the proportion of women in higher occupa- 
tional levels has changed little since the late 
nineteenth century (Epstein, 1970:7); and 
the few available comparisons between elite 
groups in traditional and modern societies 
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suggest comparable levels of mobility 
(Marsh, 1963). Declines in racial and ethnic 
discrimination that appear to have occurred 
at periods in twentieth-century America may 
be plausibly explained as results of political 
mobilization of particular minority groups 
rather than by an increased economic need 
to select by achievement criteria. 

Goode (1967) has offered a modified 
functional model to account for these dis- 
parities: that work groups always organize to 
protect their inept members from being 
judged by outsiders’ standards of produc- 
tivity, and that this self-protection is func- 
tional to the organizations, preventing а 
Hobbesian competitiveness and distrust of 
all against all. This argument re-establishes a 
functional explanation, but only at the cost 
of undermining the technological view of 
functional requirements. Further, Goode's 
conclusions can be put in other terms: it is 
to the advantage of groups of employees to 
organize so that they will not be judged by 
strict performance standards; and it is at 
least minimally to the advantage of the 
employer to let them do so, for if he presses 
them harder he creates dissension and aliena- 
tion. Just how hard an employer can press 
his employees is not given in Goode's func- 
tional model. That is, his model has the 
disadvantage, common to functional analysis 
in its most general form, of covering too 
many alternative possibilities to provide test- 
able explanations of specific outcomes. 
Functional analysis too easily operates as a 
justification for whatever particular pattern 
exists, asserting in effect that there is a 
proper reason for it to be so, but failing to 
state the conditions under which a particular 
pattern will hold rather than another. The 
technical version of job requirements has the 
advantage of specifying patterns, but it is 
this specific form of functional explanation 
that is jettisoned by a return to a more 
abstract functional analysis. 

A second hypothesis may be suggested: 
the power of “ascribed” groups may be the 
prime basis of selection in all organizations, 
and technical skills are secondary considera- 
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tions depending on the balance of power. 
Education may thus be regarded as a mark 
of membership in a particular group (pos- 
sibly at times its defining characteristic), not 
a mark of technical skills or achievement. 
Educational requirements may thus reflect 
the interests of whichever groups have power 
to set them. Weber (1968:1000) interpreted 
educational requirements in bureaucracies, 
drawing especially on the history of public 
administration in Prussia, as the result of 
efforts by university graduates to monop- 
olize positions, raise their corporate status, 
and thereby increase their own security and 
power vis-à-vis both higher authorities and 
clients. Gusfield (1958) has shown that 
educational requirements in the British Civil 
Service were set as the result of a power 
struggle between а victorious educated 
upper-middle-class and the traditional aris- 
tocracy. 

To summarize the argument to this point: 
available evidence suggests that the techni- 
cal-functional view of educational require- 
ments for jobs leaves a large number of facts 
unexplained. Functional analysis on the 
more abstract level does not provide a test- 
able explanation of which ascribed groups 
will be able to dominate which positions. To 
answer this question, one must leave the 
functional frame of reference and examine 
the conditions of relative power of each 


group. 


A CONFLICT THEORY OF 
STRATIFICATION 


The conditions under which educational 
requirements will be set and changed may be 
stated more generally, on the basis of a con- 
flict theory of stratification derived from 
Weber (1968:926-939; see also Collins, 
1968), and from advances in modern organi- 
zation theory fitting the spirit of this 
approach, 

A. Status groups. The basic units of 
society are associational groups sharing 
common cultures (or “subcultures”). The 
core of such groups is families and friends, 


but they may be extended to religious, edu- 
cational, or ethnic communities. In general, 
they comprise all persons who share a sense 
of status equality based on participation in a 
common culture: styles of language, tastes in 
clothing and decor, manners and other ritual 
observances, conversational topics and 
styles, opinions and values, and preferences 
in sports, arts, and media. Participation in 
such cultural groups gives individuals their 
fundamental sense of identity, especially in 
contrast with members of other associational 
groups in whose everyday culture they can- 
not participate comfortably. Subjectively, 
status groups distinguish themselves from 
others in terms of categories of moral evalua- 
tion such as “honor,” “taste,” “breeding,” 
“respectability,” “propriety,” “cultivation,” 
“good fellows,” “plain folks,” etc, Thus the 
exclusion of persons who lack the ingroup 
culture is felt to be normatively legitimated. 

There is no a priori determination of the 
number of status groups in a particular soci- 
ety, nor can the degree to which there is 
consensus on a rank order among them be 
stated in advance. These are not matters of 
definition, but empirical variations, the 
causes of which are subjects of other devel- 
opments of the conflict theory of stratifica- 
tion. Status groups should be regarded as 
ideal types, without implication of neces- 
sarily distinct boundaries; the concepts 
remain useful even in the case where associa- 
tional groupings and their status cultures are 
fluid and overlapping, as hypotheses about 
the conflicts among status groups may re- 
main fruitful even under these circum- 
stances. 

Status groups may be derived from a 
number of sources. Weber outlines three: (a) 
differences in life style based on economic 
situation (i.e., class); (b) differences in life 
situation based on power position; (c) differ- 
ences in life situation deriving directly from 
cultural conditions or institutions, such as 
geographical origin, ethnicity, religion, edu- 
cation, or intellectual or aesthetic cultures. 

B. Struggle for Advantage. There is a con- 
tinual struggle in society for various 
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*goods"—wealth, power, or prestige. We 
need make no assumption that every individ- 
ual is motivated to maximize his rewards; 
however, since power and prestige are in- 
herently scarce commodities, and wealth is 
often contingent upon them, the ambition 
of even a small proportion of persons for 
more than equal shares of these goods sets 
up an implicit counter-struggle on the part 
of others to avoid subjection and disesteem. 
Individuals may struggle with each other, 
but since individual identity is derived pri- 
marily from membership in a status group, 
and because the cohesion of status groups is 
a key resource in the struggle against others, 
the primary focus of struggle is between 
status groups rather than within them. 

The struggle for wealth, power, and pres- 
tige is carried out primarily through orga- 
nizations. There have been struggles through- 
out history among organizations controlled 
by different status groups, for military con- 
quest, business advantage, or cultural (e.g., 
religious) hegemony, and intricate sorts of 
interorganizational alliances are possible. In 
the more complex societies, struggle be- 
tween status groups is carried on in large 
part within organizations, as the status 
groups controlling an organization coerce, 
hire, or culturally manipulate others to carry 
out their wishes (as in, respectively, a con- 
script army, a business, or a church). Orga- 
nizational research shows that the success of 
organizational elites in controlling their 
subordinates is quite variable. Under par- 
ticular conditions, lower or middle members 
have considerable de facto power to avoid 
compliance, and even to change the course 
of the organizations (see Etzioni, 1961). 

This opposing power from below is 
strengthened when subordinate members 
constitute a cohesive status group of their 
own; it is weakened when subordinates ac- 
quiesce in the values of the organization 
elite. Coincidence of ethnic and class boun- 
daries produces the sharpest cultural distinc- 
tions. Thus, Catholics of immigrant origins 
have been the bulwarks of informal norms 
restricting work output in American firms 
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run by WASPs, whereas Protestants of native 
rural backgrounds are the main “rate-bust- 
ers" (О. Collins et al., 1946). Selection and 
manipulation of members in terms of status 
groups is thus a key weapon in intraorganiza- 
tional struggles. In general, the organization 
elite selects its new members and key as- 
sistants from its own status group and makes 
an effort to secure lower-level employees 
who are at least indoctrinated to respect the 
cultural superiority of their status culture.* 

Once groups of employees of different 
status groups are formed at various positions 
(middle, lower, or laterally differentiated) in 
the organization, each of these groups may 
be expected to launch efforts to recruit 
more members of their own status group. 
This process is illustrated by conflicts among 
whites and blacks, Protestants and Catholics 
and Jews, Yankee, Irish and Italian, etc. 
found in American occupational life 
(Hughes, 1949; Dalton, 1951). These con- 
flicts are based on ethnically or religiously 
founded status cultures; their intensity rises 
and falls with processes increasing or de- 
creasing the cultural distinctiveness of these 
groups, and with the succession of advantages 
and disadvantages set by previous out- 
comes of these struggles which determine 
the organizational resources available for 
further struggle. Parallel processes of cultural 
conflict may be based on distinctive class as 
well as ethnic cultures. 

C. Education As Status Culture. The main 
activity of schools is to teach particular 
status cultures, both in and outside the class- 
room. In this light, any failure of schools to 
impart technical knowledge (although it may 
also be successful in this) is not important; 
schools primarily teach vocabulary and in- 
flection, styles of dress, aesthetic tastes, 
values and manners. The emphasis on soci- 
ability and athletics found in many schools 
is not extraneous but may be at the core of 
the status culture propagated by the schools. 
Where schools have a more academic or 
vocational emphasis, this emphasis may itself 
be the content of a particular status culture, 
providing sets of values, materials for con- 
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versation, and shared activities for an as- 
sociational group making claims to a 
particular basis for status. 

Insofar as a particular status group con- 
trols education, it may use it to foster 
control within work organizations. Educa- 
tional requirements for employment can 
serve both to select new members for elite 
positions who share the elite culture and, at 
a lower level of education, to hire lower and 
middle employees who have acquired a 
general respect for these elite values and 
styles. 


TESTS OF THE CONFLICT THEORY OF 
EDUCATIONAL STRATIFICATION 


The conflict theory in its general form is 
supported by evidence (1) that there are 
distinctions among status group cultures— 
based both on class and on ethnicity—in 
modern societies (Kahl, 1957:127-156, 
184-220); (2) that status groups tend to 
occupy different occupational positions 
within organizations (see data on ascription 
cited above); and (3) that occupants of dif- 
ferent organizational positions struggle over 
power (Dalton, 1959; Crozier, 1964). The 
more specific tests called for here, however, 
are of the adequacy of conflict theory to 
explain the link between education and oc- 
cupational stratification. Such tests may 
focus either on the proposed mechanism of 
occupational placement, or on the condi- 
tions for strong or weak links between ed- 
ucation and occupation. 

Education As a Mechanism of Occupa- 
tional Placement. The mechanism proposed 
is that employers use education to select 
persons who have been socialized into the 
dominant status culture: for entrants to 
their own managerial ranks, into elite cul- 
ture; for lower-level employees, into an atti- 
tude of respect for the dominant culture and 
the elite which carries it. This requires evi- 
dence that: a) schools provide either train- 
ing for the elite culture, or respect for it; and 
(b) employers use education as a means of 
Selection for cultural attributes. 


(a) Historical and descriptive studies of 
schools support the generalization that they 
are places where particular status cultures 
are acquired, either from the teachers, from 
other students, or both. Schools are usually 
founded by powerful or autonomous status 
groups, either to provide an exclusive educa- 
tion for their own children, or to propagate 
respect for their cultural values. Until re- 
cently most schools were founded by re- 
ligions, often in opposition to those founded 
by rival religions; throughout the 19th 
century, this rivalry was an important basis 
for the founding of large numbers of colleges 
in the U. S. and of the Catholic and 
Lutheran school systems. The public school 
system in the U. S. was founded mainly 
under the impetus of WASP elites with the 
purpose of teaching respect for Protestant 
and middle-class standards of cultural and 
religious propriety, especially in the face of 
Catholic, working-class immigration from 
Europe (Cremin, 1961; Curti, 1935). The 
content of public school education has con- 
sisted especially of middle-class, WASP cul- 
ture (Waller, 1932:15-131; Becker, 1961; 
Hess and Torney, 1967). 

At the elite level, private secondary 
schools for children of the WASP upper class 
were founded from the 1880s, when the 
mass indoctrination function of the growing 
public schools made them unsuitable as 
means of maintaining cohesion of the elite 
culture itself (Baltzell, 1958:327-372). 
These elite schools produce a distinctive 
personality type, characterized by adherence 
to a distinctive set of upper-class values and 
manners (McArthur, 1955). The cultural role 
of schools has been more closely studied in 
Britain (Bernstein, 1961; Weinberg, 1967), 
and in France (Bourdieu and Passeron, 
1964), although Riesman and his colleagues 
(Riesman, 1958; Jencks and Riesman, 1968) 
have shown some of the cultural differences 
among prestige levels of colleges and uni- 
versities in the United States. 

(b) Evidence that education has been 
used as a means of cultural selection may be 
found in several sources. Hollingshead's 
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(1949:360-388) study of Elmtown school 
children, school dropouts, and community 
attitudes toward them suggests that em- 
ployers use education as a means of selecting 
employees with middle-class attributes, A 
1945-1946 survey of 240 employers in New 
Haven and Charlotte, N. C., indicated that 
they regarded education as a screening 
device for employees with desirable (middle- 
class) character and demeanor; white-collar 
positions particularly emphasized educa- 
tional selection because these employees 
were considered most visible to outsiders 
(Noland and Bakke, 1949:20–63). 

A survey of employers in nationally 
prominent corporations indicated that they 
regarded college degrees as important in 
hiring potential managers, not because they 
were thought to ensure technical skills, but 
rather to indicate “motivation” and “social 
experience” (Gordon and Howell, 
1959:121). Business school training is 
similarly regarded, less as evidence of neces- 
sary training (as employers have been widely 
skeptical of the utility of this curriculum for 
most positions) than as an indication that 
the college graduate is committed to busi- 
ness attitudes. Thus, employers are more 
likely to refuse to hire liberal arts graduates 
if they come from a college which has a 
business school than if their college is with- 
out a business school (Gordon and Howell, 
1959:84—87; see also Pierson, 1959:90—99). 
In the latter case, the students could be said 
not to have had a choice; but when both 
business and liberal arts courses are offered 
and the student chooses liberal arts, employ- 
ers appear to take this as a rejection of 
business values. 

Finally, a 1967 survey of 309 California 
organizations (Collins, 1971) found that 
educational requirements for white-collar 
workers were highest in organizations which 
placed the strongest emphasis on normative 
control over their employees.’ Normative 
control emphasis was indicated by (i) rela- 
tive emphasis on the absence of police 
record for job applicants; (ii) relative empha- 
sis on a record of job loyalty; (iii) Etzioni's 
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(1961) classification of organizations into 
those with high normative control emphasis 
(financial, professional services, government, 
and other public services organizations) and 
those with remunerative control emphasis 
(manufacturing, construction; and trade). 
These three indicators are highly interre- 
lated, thus mutually validating their con- 
ceptualization as indicators of normative 
control emphasis. The relationship between 
normative control emphasis and educational 
requirements holds for managerial require- 
ments and white-collar requirements gener- 
ally, both including and excluding profes- 
sional and technical positions. Normative 
control emphasis does not affect blue-collar 
education requirements. 


VARIATIONS IN LINKAGE BETWEEN 
EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION 


The conflict model may also be tested by ex- 
amining the cases in which it predicts educa- 
tion will be relatively important or unimpor- 
tant in occupational attainment. Education 
should be most important where two condi- 
tions hold simultaneously: (1) the type of 
education most closely reflects membership 
in a particular status group, and (2) that 
group controls employment in particular 
organizational contexts. Thus, education will 
be most important where the fit is greatest 
between the culture of the status groups 
emerging from schools, and the status group 
doing the hiring; it will be least important 
where there is the greatest disparity between 
the culture of the school and of the em- 
ployers. 

This fit between school-group culture and 
employer culture may be conceptualized as a 
continuum. The importance of elite edu- 
cation is highest where it is involved in 
selection of new members of organizational 
elites, and should fade off where jobs are 
less elite (either lower level jobs in these 
organizations, or jobs in other orga- 
nizations not controlled by the cultural 
elite). Similarly, schools which produce the 
most elite graduates will be most closely 
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linked to elite occupations; schools whose 
products are less well socialized into elite 
culture are selected for jobs correspondingly 
less close to elite organizational levels. 

In the United States, the schools which 
produce culturally elite groups, either by 
virtue of explicit training or by selection of 
students from elite backgrounds, or both, 
are the private prep schools at the secondary 
level; at the higher level, the elite colleges 
(the Ivy league, and to a lesser degree the 
major state universities); at the professional 
training level, those professional schools 
attached to the elite colleges and universi- 
ties. At the secondary level, schools which 
produce respectably socialized, non-elite 
persons are the public high schools (espe- 
cially those in middle-class residential areas); 
from the point of view of the culture of 
WASP employers, Catholic schools (and all- 
black schools) are less acceptable. At the 
level of higher education, Catholic and black 
colleges and professional schools are less 
elite, and commercial training schools are 
the least elite form of education. 

In the United States, the organizations 
most clearly dominated by the WASP upper 
class are large, nationally organized business 
corporations, and the largest law firms 
(Domhoff, 1967:38-62). Those organiza- 
tions more likely to be dominated by 
members of minority ethnic cultures are the 
smaller and local businesses in manufac- 
turing, construction, and retail trade; in legal 
practice, solo rather than firm employment. 
In government employment, local govern- 
ments appear to be more heavily dominated 
by ethnic groups, whereas particular 
branches of the national government 
(notably the State Department and the 
Treasury) are dominated by WASP elites 
(Domhoff, 1967:84-114, 132-137). 

Evidence on the fit between education 
and employment is available for only some 
of these organizations. In a broad sample of 
organizational types (Collins, 1971) educa- 
tional requirements were higher in the bigger 
organizations, which also tended to be 
organized on a national scale, than in smaller 


and more localistic organizations. The find- 
ing of Perrucci and Perrucci (1970) that 
upper-class social origins were important in 
career success precisely within the group of 
engineers who graduated from the most 
prestigious engineering schools with the 
highest grades may also bear on this ques- 
tion; since the big national corporations are 
most likely to hire this academically elite 
group, the importance of social origins 
within this group tends to corroborate the 
interpretation of education as part of a proc- 
ess of elite cultural selection in those orga- 
nizations. 

Among lawyers, the predicted differences 
are clear: graduates of the law schools at- 
tached to elite colleges and universities are 
more likely to be employed in firms, 
whereas graduates of Catholic or commercial 
law schools are more likely to be found in 
solo practice (Ladinsky, 1967). The elite 
Wall Street law firms are most educationally 
selective in this regard, choosing not only 
from Ту League law schools but from a 
group whose background includes at- 
tendance at elite prep schools and colleges 
(Smigel, 1964:39, 73-74, 117). There are 
also indications that graduates of ethnically- 
dominated professional schools are most 
likely to practice within the ethnic com- 
munity; this is clearly the case among black 
professionals, In general, the evidence that 
graduates of black colleges (Sharp, 
1970:64-67) and of Catholic colleges 
(Jencks and Riesman, 1968:357-366) have 
attained lower occupational positions in 
business than graduates of white Protestant 
schools (at least until recent years) also 
bolsters this interpretation.” 

It is possible to interpret this evidence 
according to the technical-function theory 
of education, arguing that the elite schools 
provide the best technical training, and that 
the major national organizations require the 
greatest degree of technical talent. What is 
necessary is to test simultaneously for tech- 
nical and status-conflict conditions. The 
most direct evidence on this point is the 
California employer study (Collins, 1971), 
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which examined the effects of normative 
control emphasis and of organizational 
prominence, while holding constant the 
organization's technological modernity, as 
measured by the number of technological 
and organizational changes in the previous 
six years. Technological change was found 
to affect educational requirements at mana- 
gerial and white-collar (but not blue-collar) 
levels, thus giving some support to the tech- 
nical-function theory of education. The 
three variables—normative control emphasis, 
organizational prominence, and technologi- 
cal change—each independently affected 
educational requirements, in particular con- 
texts. Technological change produced sig- 
nificantly higher educational requirements 
only in smaller, localistic organizations, and 
in organizational sectors not emphasizing 
normative control. Organizational promi- 
nence produced significantly higher educa- 
tional requirements in organizations with 
low technological change, and in sectors 
de-emphasizing normative control. Norma- 
tive control emphasis produced significantly 
higher educational requirements in organiza- 
tions with low technological change, and in 
less prominent organizations. Thus, technical 
and normative status conditions all affect 
educational requirements; measures of as- 
sociation indicated that the latter conditions 
were stronger in this sample. 

Other evidence bearing on this point con- 
cerns business executives only. A study of 
the top executives in nationally prominent 
businesses indicated that the most highly 
educated managers were not found in the 
most rapidly developing companies, but 
rather in the least economically vigorous 
ones, with highest education found in the 
traditionalistic financial and utility firms 
(Warner and  Abegglen, 1955:141-143, 
148). The business elite has always been 
highly educated in relation to the American 
populace, but education seems to be a cor- 
relate of their social origins rather than the 
determinant of their success (Mills, 
1963:128; Taussig and Joslyn, 1932:200; 
Newcomer, 1955:76). Those members of the 
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business elite who entered its ranks from 
lower social origins had less education than 
the businessmen of upper and upper-mid- 
dle-class origins, and those businessmen who 
inherited their companies were much more 
likely to be college educated than those who 
achieved their positions by entrepreneurship 
(Bendix, 1956:230; Newcomer, 1955:80). 

In general, the evidence indicates that 
educational requirements for employment 
reflect employers’ concerns for acquiring 
respectable and well-socialized employees; 
their concern for the provision of technical 
skills through education enters to a lesser 
degree. The higher the normative control 
concerns of the employer, and the more elite 
the organization’s status, the higher his 
educational requirements. 


HISTORICAL CHANGE 


The rise in educational requirements for 
employment throughout the last century 
may be explained using the conflict theory, 
and incorporating elements of the technical- 
functional theory into it at appropriate 
points. The principal dynamic has centered 
on changes in the supply of educated 
persons caused by the expansion of the 
school system, which was in turn shaped by 
three conditions: 

(1) Education has been associated with 
high economic and status position from the 
colonial period on through the twentieth 
century. The result was a popular demand 
for education as mobility opportunity. This 
demand has not been for vocational educa- 
tion at a terminal or commercial level, short 
of full university certification; the demand 
has rather focused on education giving entry 
into the elite status culture, and usually only 
those technically-oriented schools have 
prospered which have most closely as- 
sociated themselves with the sequence of 
education leading to (or from) the classical 
Bachelor's degree (Collins, 1969:68-70, 86— 
87, 89,96-101). 

(2) Political decentralization, separation 
of church and state, and competition among 
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religious denominations have made founding 
schools and colleges in America relatively 
easy, and’ provided initial motivations of 
competition among communities and re- 
ligious groups that moved them to do so. As 
a result, education at all levels expanded 
faster in America than anywhere else in the 
world. At the time of the Revolution, there 
were nine colleges in the colonies; in all of 
Europe, with a population forty times that 
of America, there were approximately sixty 
colleges. By 1880 there were 811 American 
colleges and universities; by 1966, there 
were 2,337. The United States not only 
began with the highest ratio of institutions 
of higher education to population in the 
world, but increased this lead steadily, for 
the number of European universities was not 
much greater by the twentieth century than 
in the eighteenth (Ben-David and Zloczower, 
1962). 

(3) Technical changes also entered into 
the expansion of American education. As 
the evidence summarized above indicates: 
(a) mass literacy is crucial for beginnings of 
full-scale industrialization, although demand 
for literacy could not have been important 
in the expansion of education beyond ele- 
mentary levels. More importantly, (b) there 
is a mild trend toward the reduction in the 
proportion of unskilled jobs and an increase 
in the promotion of highly skilled (profes- 
sional and technical) jobs as industrialism 
proceeds, accounting for 15% of the shift in 
educational levels in the twentieth century 
(Folger and Nam, 1964). (c) Technological 
change also brings about some upgrading in 
skill requirements of some continuing job 
positions, although the available evidence 
(Berg, 1970:38-60) refers only to the dec- 
ade 1950-1960. Nevertheless, as Wilensky 
(1964) points out, there is no “professional- 
ization of everyone," as most jobs do not 
require considerable technical knowledge on 
the order of that required of the engineer or 
the research scientist. 

The existence of a relatively small group 
of experts in high-status positions, however, 
can have important effects on the structure 


of competition for mobility chances. In the 
United States, where democratic decen- 
tralization favors the use of schools (as well 
as government employment) as a kind of 
patronage for voter interests, the existence 
of even a small number of elite jobs fosters a 
demand for large-scale opportunities to 
acquire these positions. We thus have a “con- 
test mobility” school system (Turner, 1960); 
it produced a widely educated populace be- 
cause of the many dropouts who never 
achieve the elite level of schooling at which 
expert skills and/or high cultural status are 
acquired. In the process, the status value of 
American education has become diluted. 
Standards of respectability are always rela- 
tive to the existing range of cultural differ- 
ences. Once higher levels of education 
become recognized as an objective mark of 
elite status, and a moderate level of educa- 
tion as a mark of respectable middle-level 
status, increases in the supply of educated 
persons at given levels result in yet higher 
levels becoming recognized as superior, and 
previously superior levels become only aver- 
age. 

Thus, before the end of the nineteenth 
century, an elementary school or home 
education was no longer satisfactory for a 
middle-class gentleman; by the 1930s, a col- 
lege degree was displacing the high school 
degree as the minimal standard of respecta- 
bility; in the late 1960s, graduate school or 
specialized professional degrees were be- 
coming necessary for initial entry to many 
middle-class positions, and high school 
graduation was becoming a standard for 
entry to manual laboring positions. Educa- 
tion has thus gradually become part of the 
status culture of classes far below the level 
of the original business and professional 
elites. 

The increasing supply of educated 
persons (Table 2) has made education a 
rising requirement of jobs (Table 1). Led by 
the biggest and most prestigious organiza- 
tions, employers have raised their educa- 
tional requirements to maintain both the 
relative prestige of their own managerial 
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ranks and the relative respectability of 
middle ranks.’ Education has become a 
legitimate standard in terms of which em- 
ployers select employees, and employees 
compete with each other for promotion 
opportunities or for raised prestige in their 
continuing positions. With the attainment of 
a mass (now approaching universal) higher 
education system in modern America, the 
ideal or image of technical skill becomes the 
legitimating culture in terms of which the 
struggle for position goes on. 

Higher educational requirements, and the 
higher level of educational credentials of- 
fered by individuals competing for position 
in organizations, have in turn increased the 
demand for education by the populace. The 
interaction between formal job requirements 
and informal status cultures has resulted in a 
spiral in which educational requirements and 
educational attainments become ever higher. 
As the struggle for mass educational op- 
portunities enters new phases in the uni- 
versities of today and perhaps in the 
graduate schools of the future, we may 
expect a further upgrading of. educational 
requirements for employment. The mobiliza- 
tion of demands by minority groups for 
mobility opportunities through schooling 
can only contribute an extension of the pre- 
vailing pattern. 


CONCLUSION 


It has been argued that conflict theory 
provides an explanation of the principal 
dynamics of rising educational requirements 
for employment in America. Changes in the 
technical requirements of jobs have caused 
more limited changes in particular jobs. The 
conditions of the interaction of these two 
determinants may be more closely studied. 

Precise measures of changes in the actual 
technical skill requirements of jobs are as yet 
available only in rudimentary form. Few sys- 
tematic studies show how much of particular 
job skills may be learned in practice, and 
how much must be acquired through school 
background. Close studies of what is actually 
learned in school, and how long it is re- 
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tained, are rare. Organizational studies of 
how employers rate performance and decide 
upon promotions give a picture of relatively 
loose controls over the technical quality of 
employee performance, but this no doubt 
varies in particular types of jobs. 

The most central line of analysis for as- 
sessing the joint effects of status group con- 
flict and technical requirements are those 
which compare the relative importance of 
education in different contexts. One such 
approach may take organization as the unit 
of analysis, comparing the educational re- 
quirements of organizations both to orga- 
nizational technologies and to the status 
(including educational) background of 
organizational elites. Such analysis may also 
be applied to surveys of individual mobility, 
comparing the effects of education on mo- 
bility in different employment contexts, 
where the status group (and educational) 
background of employers varies in its fit 
with the educational culture of prospective 
employees. Such analysis of “old school tie" 
networks may also simultaneously test for 
the independent effect of the technical re- 
quirements of different sorts of jobs on the 
importance of education. Inter-nation com- 
parisons provide variations here in the fit 
between types of education and particular 
kinds of jobs which may not be available 
within any particular country. 

The full elaboration of such analysis 
would give a more precise answer to the 
historical question of assigning weight to 
various factors in the changing place of 
education in the stratification of modern 
societies. At the same time, to state the 
conditions under which status groups vary in 
organizational power, including the power to 
emphasize or limit the importance of techni- 
cal skills, would be to state the basic ele- 
ments of a comprehensive explanatory 
theory of the forms of stratification. 


NOTES 


1. This survey covered 309 establishments with 
100 or more employees, representing all major 
industry groups. 

2. The concern here is with these basic premises 
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rather than with the theory elaborated by Davis 
and Moore to account for the universality of strati- 
fication. This theory involves a few further pro- 
positions: (C) in any particular form of society 
certain occupational positions are functionally 
most central to the operation of the social system; 
(D) the ability to fill these positions, and/or the 
motivation to acquire the necessary training, is 
unequally distributed in the population; (E) in- 
equalities of rewards in wealth and prestige evolve 
to ensure that the supply of persons with the 
necessary ability or training meshes with the struc- 
ture of demands for skilled performance. The prob- 
lems of stating functional centrality in empirical 
terms have been subjects of much debate. 

3. Proposition 3 is supported by Tables 1 and 2. 
The issue here is whether this can be explained by 
the previous propositions and premises. 

4. It might be argued that the ethnic cultures may 
differ in their functionality: that middle-class 
Protestant culture provides the self-discipline and 
other attributes necessary for higher organizational 
positions in modern society. This version of func- 
tional theory is specific enough to be subject to 
empirical test: are middle-class WASPs in fact 
better businessmen or government administrators 
than Italians, Irishmen, or Jews of patrimonial or 
working class cultural backgrounds? Weber sug- 
gested that they were in the initial construction of 
the capitalist economy within the confines of tradi- 
tional society; he also argued that once the new 
economic system was established, the original ethic 
was no longer necessary to run it (Weber, 
1930:180—183). Moreover, the functional explana- 
tion also requires some feedback mechanism 
whereby organizations with more efficient mana- 
gers are selected for survival. The oligopolistic 
situation in large-scale American business since the 
late 19th century does not seem to provide such a 
mechanism; nor does government employment. 
Schumpeter (1951), the leading expositor of the 
importance of managerial talent in business, con- 
fined his emphasis to the formative period of busi- 
ness expansion, and regarded the large, oli- 
gopolistic corporation as ап arena where 
advancement came to be based on skills in orga- 
nizational politics (1951:122-124); these per- 
sonalistic skills are arguably more characteristic of 
the patrimonial cultures than of WASP culture. 

5. Sample consisted of approximately one-third of 
all organizations with 100 or more employees in 
the San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose metro- 
politan areas. See Gordon and Thal-Larsen (1969) 
for a description of procedures and other findings. 
6. Again, these relationships hold for managerial 
requirements and white-collar requirements gener- 
ally, both including and excluding professional and 
technical positions, but not for blue-collar require- 
ments. Noland and Bakke (1949:78) also report 
that larger organizations have higher educational 
requirements for administrative positions than 
Smaller organizations. 

7. Similar processes may be found in other soci- 
eties, where the kinds of organizations linked to 
particular types of schools may differ. In England, 
the elite “public schools” are linked especially to 
the higher levels of the national civil service (Wein- 
berg, 1967:139-143). In France, the elite Ecole 


Polytechnique is linked to both government and 
industrial administrative positions (Crozier, 
1964:238-244). In Germany, universities have 
been linked principally with government ad- 
ministration, and business executives are drawn 
from elsewhere (Ben-David and Zloczower, 1962). 
Comparative analysis of the kinds of education of 
government officials, business executives, and 
other groups in contexts where the status group 
links of schools differ is a promising area for fur- 
ther tests of conflict and technical-functional ex- 
planations. 

8. It appears that employers may have raised their 
wage costs in the process. Their behavior is never- 
theless plausible, in view of these considerations: 
(a) the thrust of organizational research since Mayo 
and Barnard has indicated that questions of inter- 
nal organizational power and control, of which 
cultural dominance is a main feature, take prece- 
dence over purely economic considerations; (b) the 
large American corporations, which have led in 
educational requirements, have held positions of 
oligopolistic advantage since the late 19th century, 
and thus could afford a large internal “welfare” 
cost of maintaining a well-socialized work force; 
(c) there are inter-organizational wage differentials 
in local labor markets, corresponding to relative 
organizational prestige, and a **wage-escalator'" 
process by which the wages of the leading organiza- 
tions are gradually emulated by others according to 
their rank (Reynolds, 1951); a parallel structure of 
“educational status escalators” could plausibly be 
expected to operate. 


REFERENCES 


Anastasi, Anne 
1967. “Psychology, psychologists, and 
psychological testing.” American Psy- 
chologist 22 (April):297-306. 
Baltzell, E. Digby 
1958. An American Business Aristocracy. 
New York: Macmillan. 
Becker, Howard S. 
1961. “Schools and systems of stratifica- 
tion.” Pp. 93-104 in A, H. Halsey, Jean 
Floud, and С. Arnold Anderson (eds.), 
Education, Economy, and Society. New 
York: Free Press. 
Becker, Howard S., 
Everett C. Hughes 
1968. Making the Grade: The Academic 
Side of College Life. New York: Wiley. 
Bell, H. M. 
1940. Matching Youth and Jobs, Wash- 
ington: American Council on Education. 
Ben-David, Joseph 
1963-64. “Professions in the class sys- 
tems of present-day Societies.” Current 
Sociology 12:247-330. 


Blanche Geer, and 


134 


Ben-David, Joseph and Awraham Zloczower 
1962. “Universities and academic systems 
in modern societies.” European Journal 
of Sociology 31:45-85. 

Bendix, Reinhard 
1956. Work and Authority in Industry. 
New York: Wiley. 

Berg, Ivar 
1970. Education and Jobs. New York: 
Praeger. 

Bernstein, Basil 
1961. “Social class and linguistic develop- 
ment.” Pp. 288-314 in A. H. Halsey, 
Jean Floud, and C. Arnold Anderson 
(eds.), Education, Economy, and Society. 
New York: Free Press. 

Blau, Peter M. 

1955. The Dynamics of Bureaucracy. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Blau, Peter M. and Otis Dudley Duncan 
1967. The American Occupational Struc- 
ture. New York: Wiley. 

Bourdieu, Pierre and Jean-Claude Passeron 
1964. Les Heritiers: Les Etudiants et la 
Culture. Paris: Les Editions de Minuit. 

Bright, James R. 

1958. “Does automation raise skill re- 
quirements?” Harvard Business Review 
36 (July—August): 85-97. 

Clark, Burton R. 

1962. Educating the Expert Society. San 
Francisco: Chandler. 

Clark, Harold F. and Harold S. Sloan 
1966. Classrooms on Main Street. New 
York: Teachers College Press. 

Coleman, James S. 

1961. The Adolescent Society. New 
York: Free Press. 

Collins, Orvis, Melville Dalton, and Donald 
Roy 
1946. “Restriction of output and social 
cleavage in industry.” Applied Anthro- 
pology 5 (Summer):1—-14. 

Collins, Randall 
1968. “А comparative approach to politi- 
cal sociology." Pp. 42-67 in Reinhard 
Bendix ef al. (eds.), State and Society. 
Boston: Little, Brown. 

1969. Education and Employment. Un- 
published Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of California at Berkeley. 

1971. "Educational requirements for 
employment: A comparative organiza- 
tional study." Unpublished manuscript. 


COLLINS 


Cremin, Lawrence A. 

1961. The Transformation of the School. 
New York: Knopf. 

Crozier, Michel 
1964. The Bureaucratic Phenomenon. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Curti, Merle 
1935. The Social Ideas of American 
Educators. New York: Scribners. 

Dalton, Melville 
1951. “Informal factors in career achieve- 
ment." American Journal of Sociology 56 
(Магсһ):407—415. 

1959. Men Who Manage. New York: 
Wiley. 

Davis, Kingsley and Wilbert Moore 
1945. “Some principles of stratification.” 
American Sociological Review 10:242- 
249. 

Denison, Edward Е. 

1965. “Education and economic produc- 
tivity.” Pp. 328-340 in Seymour Harris 
(ed.), Education and Public Policy. Berke- 
ley: McCutchen. 

Dill, William R., Thomas L. Hilton, and Wal- 
ter R. Reitman 
1962. The New Managers. Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall. 

Domhoff, G. William 
1967. Who Rules America? Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Duncan, Beverly 
1964. “Dropouts and the unemployed.” 
Journal of Political Economy 73 (Ap- 
ril):121—134. 

Duncan, Otis Dudley and Robert W. Hodge 
1963. “Education and occupational 
mobility: A regression analysis." Ameri- 
can Journal of Sociology 68:629—644. 

Eckland, Bruce K. 

1965. “Academic ability, higher educa- 
tion, and occupational mobility." Ameri- 
can Sociological Review 30:735—746. 

Epstein, Cynthia Fuchs 
1970. Woman's Place: Options and Limits 
in Professional Careers. Berkeley: Uni- 
versity of California Press. 

Etzioni, Amitai 
1961. A Comparative Analysis of Com- 
plex Organizations. New York: Free 
Press. 

Folger, John K. and Charles B. Nam 
1964. “Trends in education in relation to 


FUNCTIONAL AND CONFLICT THEORIES ОР EDUCATIONAL STRATIFICATION 135 


the occupational structure.” Sociology of 
Education 38:19-33. 

Goode, William J. 

1967. “The protection of the inept.” 
American Sociological Review 32:5—19. 

Gordon, Margaret S. and Margaret Thal- 
Larsen 
1969. Employer Policies in a Changing 
Labor Market. Berkeley: Institute of In- 
dustrial Relations, University of Cali- 
fornia. 

Gordon, Robert A. and James E. Howell 
1959. Higher Education for Business. 
New York: Columbia University Press. 

Gusfield, Joseph R. 

1958. “Equalitarianism and bureaucratic 
recruitment.” Administrative Science 
Quarterly 2 (March):521—541. 

Hagstrom, Warren O. and Lowell L. Hargens 
1968. “Mobility theory in the sociology 
of science." Paper delivered at Cornell 
Conference on Human Mobility, Ithaca, 
N.Y. (October 31). 

Hall, Oswald 
1946. “Тће informal organization of the 
medical profession." Canadian Journal of 
Economic and Political Science 12 (Feb- 
ruary): 30—44. 

Harbison, Frederick and Charles A. Myers 
1964. Education, Manpower, and Eco- 
nomic Growth. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Hargens, Lowell and Warren O. Hagstrom 
1967. “Sponsored and contest mobility 
of American academic scientists," Soci- 
ology of Education 40:24-38. 

Havemann, Ernest and Patricia Salter West 
1952. They Went to College. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace. 

Hess, Robert D. and Judith V. Torney 
1967. The Development of Political Atti- 
tudes in Children. Chicago: Aldine. 

Hollingshead, August B. 

1949. Elmtown's Youth. New York: 
Wiley. 

Hoselitz, Bert F. 

1965. "Investment in education and its 
political impact." Pp. 541—565 in James 
S. Coleman (ed.), Education and Political 
Development. Princeton: Princeton Uni- 
versity Press. 

Hughes, Everett C. 

1949, *Queries concerning industry and 
Society growing out of the study of 


ethnic relations in industry." American 
Sociological Review 14:211—220. 

Jencks, Christopher and David Riesman 
1968. The Academic Revolution. New 
York: Doubleday. 

Kahl, Joseph A. 

1957. The American Class Structure. New 
York: Rinehart. 

Kerr, Clark, John T. Dunlop, Frederick H. 
Harbison, and Charles A. Myers 
1960. Industrialism and Industrial Man. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Ladinsky, Jack 
1963. “Careers of lawyers, law practice, 
and legal institutions." American Socio- 
logical Review 28 (February):47—54. 
1967. “Higher education and work 
achievement among lawyers.” Sociologi- 
cal Quarterly 8 (Spring):222-232. 

Learned, W. S. and B. D. Wood 
1938. The Student and His Knowledge. 
New York: Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching. 

Lipset, Seymour Martin and Reinhard Ben- 
dix 
1959. Social Mobility in Industrial Soci- 
ety. Berkeley: University of California 
Press. 

Lombard, George F. 

1955. Behavior in a Selling Group. Cam- 
bridge: Harvard University Press. 

March, James G. and Herbert A. Simon 
1958. Organizations. New York: Wiley. 

Marsh, Robert M. 

1963. “Values, demand, and social mo- 
bility.” American Sociological Review 28 
(August):567—-575. 

McArthur, C. 

1955. “Personality differences between 
middle and upper classes." Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology 
50:247–254. 

Mills, С. Wright 
1963. Power, Politics, and People. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

Newcomer, Mabel 
1955. The Big Business Executive. New 
York: Columbia University Press. 

Noland, E. William and E. Wight Bakke 
1949. Workers Wanted. New York: 
Harper. 

Nosow, Sigmund 
1956. “Labor distribution and the norma- 
tive system.” Social Forces 30:25-33. 


136 


Peaslee, Alexander L. 
1969. **Education's role in development.” 
Economic Development and Cultural 
Change 17 (April):293—318. 
Perrucci, Carolyn Cummings and Robert Per- 
rucci 
1970. “Social origins, educational con- 
texts, and career mobility." American 
Sociological Review 35 (June):451—463. 
Pierson, Frank C. 
1959. The Education of American Busi- 
nessmen. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Plunkett, M. 
1960. “School and early work experience 
of youth." Occupational Outlook Quar- 
terly 4:22-27. 
Reynolds, Lloyd 
1951. The Structure of Labor Markets. 
New York: Harper. 
Riesman, David 
1958. Constraint and Variety in Ameri- 
can Education. New York: Doubleday. 
Roy, Donald 
1952. “Quota restriction and goldbrick- 
ing in a machine shop." American Journal 
of Sociology 57 (March):427-442. 
Schultz, Theodore W. 
1961. "Investment in human capital." 
American Economic Review 51 (March): 
1-16. 
Schumpeter, Joseph 
1951. Imperialism and Social Classes. 
New York: Augustus M. Kelley. 
Sewell, William H., Archibald O. Haller, and 
Alejandro Portes 
1969. “Тће educational and early occupa- 
tional attainment process.” American 
Sociological Review 34 (February): 
82-92. 
Sharp, Laure М. 
1970. Education and Employment: The 
Early Careers of College Graduates. Balti- 
more: Johns Hopkins Press. 


COLLINS 


Smigel, Erwin O. 

1964. The Wall Street Lawyer. New 
York: Free Press. 

Soderberg, C. Richard 
1963. “Тће American engineer.” Pp. 
203—230 in Kenneth S. Lynn, The Profes- 
sions in America. Boston: Beacon Press. 

Taeuber, Alma F., Karl E. Taeuber, and Glen 
G. Cain 
1966. **Occupational assimilation and the 
competitive process: A  reanalysis." 
American Journal of Sociology 72:278— 
285. 

Taussig, Frank W. and C. S. Joslyn 
1932. American Business Leaders. New 
York: Macmillan. 

Turner, Ralph H. 

1952. “Foci of discrimination in the em- 
ployment of nonwhites.” American 
Journal of Sociology 58:247—256. 

1960. “Sponsored and contest mobility 
and the school system." American Socio- 
logical Review 25 (October):855—867. 

Waller, Willard 
1932. The Sociology of Teaching. New 
York: Russell and Russell. 

Warner, W. Lloyd and James C. Abegglen 
1955. Occupational Mobility in American 
Business and Industry, 1928—1952. Min- 
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Weber, Max 
1930. The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit 
of Capitalism. New York: Scribner’s. 
1968. Economy and Society. New York: 
Bedminster Press. 

Weinberg, Ian 
1967. The English Public Schools: the 
Sociology of Elite Education. New York: 
Atherton Press. 

Wilensky, Harold L. 

1964. “The professionalization of every- 
one?” American Journal of Sociology 70 
(September): 137-158. 


5. Unequal Education and the Reproduction 


The ideological defense of modern capitalist 
society rests heavily on the assertion that the 
equalizing effects of education can counter 
the disequalizing forces inherent in the free 
market system. That educational systems in 
capitalist societies have been highly unequal 
is generally admitted and widely con- 
demned. Yet educational inequalities are 
taken as passing phenomena, holdovers from 
an earlier, less enlightened era, which are 
rapidly being eliminated. 

The record of educational history in the 
U.S., and scrutiny of the present state of our 
colleges and schools, lend little support to 
this comforting optimism. Rather, the avail- 
able data suggest an alternative interpreta- 
tion. In what follows I will argue 1) that 
schools have evolved in the U.S. not as part 
of a pursuit of equality, but rather to meet 
the needs of capitalist employers for a disci- 
plined and skilled labor force, and to provide 
a mechanism for social control in the in- 
terests of political stability; 2) that as the 
economic importance of skilled and well 
educated labor has grown, inequalities in the 
school system have become increasingly im- 
portant in reproducing the class structure 
from one generation to the next; 3) that the 
U.S. school system is pervaded by class in- 
equalities, which have shown little sign of 
diminishing over the last half century; and 4) 
that the evidently unequal control over 
school boards and other decision-making 
bodies in education does not provide a suffi- 
cient explanation of the persistence and 
pervasiveness of inequalities in the school 
system. Although the unequal distribution 
of political power serves to maintain in- 
equalities in education, their origins are to 
be found outside the political sphere, in the 
class structure itself and in the class subcul- 
tures typical of capitalist societies. Thus un- 
equal education has its roots in the very class 
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structure which it serves to legitimize and 
reproduce. Inequalities in education are thus 
seen as part of the web of capitalist society, 
and likely to persist as long as capitalism 
survives. 


1. THE EVOLUTION OF CAPITALISM 
AND THE RISE OF MASS EDUCATION 


In colonial America, and in most pre-capi- 
talist societies of the past, the basic produc- 
tive unit was the family. For the vast 
majority of male adults, work was self-di- 
rected, and was performed without direct 
supervision. Though constrained by poverty, 
ill health, the low level of technological 
development and occasional interferences by 
the political authorities, a man had consider- 
able leeway in choosing his working hours, 
what to produce, and how to produce it. 
While great inequalities in wealth, political 
power, and other aspects of status normally 
existed, differences in the degree of au- 
tonomy in work were relatively minor, par- 
ticularly when compared with what was to 
come. 

Transmitting the necessary productive 
skills to the children as they grew up proved 
to be a simple task, not because the work 
was devoid of skill, but because the quite 
substantial skills required were virtually un- 
changing from generation to generation, and 
because the transition to the world of work 
did not require that the child adapt to a 
wholly new set of social relationships. The 
child learned the concrete skills and adapted 
to the social relations of production through 
learning by doing within the family. Prepara- 
tion for life in the larger community was 
facilitated by the child’s experience with the 
extended family, which shaded off without 
distinct boundaries, through uncles and 
fourth cousins, into the community. Chil- 
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dren learned early how to deal with complex 
relationships among adults other than their 
parents, and children other than their 
brothers and sisters.’ 

It was not required that children learn a 
complex set of political principles or 
ideologies, as political participation was 
limited and political authority unchallenged, 
at least in normal times. The only major 
socializing institution outside the family was 
the church, which sought to inculcate the 
accepted spiritual values and attitudes. In 
addition, a small number of children learned 
craft skills outside the family, as apprentices. 
The role of schools tended to be narrowly 
vocational, restricted to preparation of chil- 
dren for a career in the church or the still 
inconsequential state bureaucracy.” The cur- 
riculum of the few universities reflected the 
aristocratic penchant for conspicuous intel- 
lectual consumption.* 

The extension of capitalist production, 
and particularly the factory system, under- 
mined the role of the family as the major 
unit of both socialization and production. 
Small peasant farmers were driven off the 
land or competed out of business. Cottage 
industry was destroyed. Ownership of the 
means of production became heavily concen- 
trated in the hands of landlords and capi- 
talists. Workers relinquished control over 
their labor in return for wages or salaries. 
Increasingly, production was carried on in 
large organizations in which a small manage- 
ment group directed the work activities of 
the entire labor force. The social relations of 
production—the authority structure, the pre- 
scribed types of behavior and response 
characteristic of the work place—became 
increasingly distinct from those of the 
family. 

The divorce of the worker from control 
over production—from control over his own 
labor—is particularly important in under- 
standing the role of schooling in capitalist 
societies. The resulting social division of 
labor—between controllers and controlled—is 
a crucial aspect of the class structure of 
capitalist societies, and will be seen to be an 
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important barrier to the achievement of 
social class equality in schooling. 

Rapid economic change in the capitalist 
period led to frequent shifts in the occupa- 
tional distribution of the labor force, and 
constant changes in the skill requirements 
for jobs. The productive skills of the father 
were no longer adequate for the needs of the 
son during his lifetime. Skill training within 
the family became increasingly ілар- 
propriate. 

And the family itself was changing. In- 
creased geographic mobility of labor and the 
necessity for children to work outside the 
family spelled the demise of the extended 
family and greatly weakened even the 
nuclear family.* Meanwhile, the authority of 
the church was questioned by the spread of 
secular rationalist thinking and the rise of 
powerful competing groups. 

While undermining the main institutions 
of socialization, the development of the 
capitalist system created at the same time an 
environment—both social and intellectual— 
which would ultimately challenge the politi- 
cal order. Workers were thrown together in 
oppressive factories, and the isolation which 
had helped to maintain quiescence in earlier, 
widely dispersed peasant populations was 
broken down. With an increasing number 
of families uprooted from the land, the 
workers’ search for a living resulted in large- 
scale labor migrations. Transient—even for- 
eign—elements came to constitute a major 
segment of the population, and began to 
pose seemingly insurmountable problems of 
assimilation, integration, and control. In- 
equalities of wealth became more apparent, 
and were less easily justified and less readily 
accepted. The simple legitimizing ideologies 
of the earlier period—the divine right of 
kings and the divine origin of social rank, for 
example—fell under the capitalist attack on 
the royalty and the traditional landed in- 
terests. The broadening of the electorate of 
political participation generally—first sought 
by the capitalist class in the struggle against 
the entrenched interests of the pre-capitalist 
period—threatened soon to become an in- 
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strument for the growing power of the work- 
ing class. Having risen to political power, the 
capitalist class sought a mechanism to insure 
social control and political stability.” 

An institutional crisis was at hand. The 
outcome, in virtually all capitalist countries, 
was the rise of mass education. In the U.S., 
the many advantages of schooling as a so- 
cialization process were quickly perceived. 
The early proponents of the rapid expansion 
of schooling argued that education could 
perform many of the socialization functions 
which earlier had been centered in the 
family and to a lesser extent, in the church.* 

An ideal preparation for factory work 
was found in the social relations of the 
school: specifically, in its emphasis on disci- 
pline, punctuality, acceptance of authority 
outside the family, and individual account- 
ability for one's work.? The social relations 
of the school would replicate the social rela- 
tions of the workplace, and thus help young 
people adapt to the social division of labor. 
Schools would further lead people to accept 
the authority of the state and its agents—the 
teachers—at a young age, in part by fostering 
the illusion of the benevolence of the gov- 
ernment in its relations with citizens. '^ 
Moreover, because schooling would ostensi- 
bly be open to all, one's position in the 
social division of labor could be portrayed as 
the result not of birth, but of one's own 
efforts and talents.!! And if the children’s 
everyday experiences with the structure of 
schooling were insufficient to inculcate the 
correct views and attitudes, the curriculum 
itself would be made to embody the 
bourgeois ideology. Where pre-capitalist 
social institutions—particularly the church— 
remained strong or threatened the capitalist 
hegemony, schools sometimes served as a 
modernizing counter-institution.? 

The movement for public elementary and 
Secondary education in the U.S. originated 
in the 19th century in states dominated by 
the burgeoning industrial capitalist class, 
most notably in Massachusetts. It spread 
rapidly to all parts of the country except the 
South.^ In Massachusetts the extension of 
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elementary education was in large measure a 
response to industrialization, and to the 
need for social control of the Irish and other 
non-Yankee workers recruited to work in 
the mills. The fact that some working 
people's movements had demanded free in- 
struction should not obscure the basically 
coercive nature of the extension of school- 
ing. In many parts of the country, schools 
were literally imposed upon the workers. ! 

The evolution of the economy in the 
19th century gave rise to new socialization 
needs and continued to spur the growth of 
education. Agriculture continued to lose 
ground to manufacturing; simple manufac- 
turing gave way to production involving 
complex interrelated processes; an increasing 
fraction of the labor force was employed in 
producing services rather than goods. Em- 
ployers in the most rapidly growing sectors 
of the economy began to require more than 
obedience and punctuality in their workers; 
a change in motivational outlook was re- 
quired. The new structure of production 
provided little built-in motivation. There 
were fewer jobs like farming and piece-rate 
work in manufacturing in which material 
reward was tied directly to effort, As work 
roles became more complicated and interre- 
lated, the evaluation of the individual work- 
ers performance became increasingly 
difficult, Employers began to look for work- 
ers who had internalized the production- 
related values of the firm’s managers. 

The continued expansion of education 
was pressed by many who saw schooling as a 
means of producing these new forms of 
motivation and discipline. Others, frightened 
by the growing labor militancy after the 
Civil War, found new urgency in the social 
control arguments popular among the pro- 
ponents of education in the antebellum 
period. 

A system of class stratification developed 
within this rapidly expanding educational 
system. Children of the social elite normally 
attended private schools. Because working 
class children tended to leave school early, 
the class composition of the public high 
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schools was distinctly more elite than the 
public primary schools. And as a uni- 
versity education ceased to be merely train- 
ing for teaching or the divinity and became 
important in gaining access to the pinnacles 
of the business world, upper class families 
used their money and influence to get their 
children into the best universities, often at 
the expense of the children of less elite fami- 
lies. 

Around the turn of the present century, 
large numbers of working class and particu- 
larly immigrant children began attending 
high schools. At the same time, a system of 
class stratification developed within second- 
ary education. The older democratic 
ideology of the common school—that the 
same curriculum should be offered to all 
children—gave way to the “progressive” in- 
sistence that education should be tailored to 
the “needs of the child."!? In the interests 
of providing an education relevant to the 
later life of the students, vocational schools 
and tracks were developed for the children 
of working families. The academic cur- 
riculum was preserved for those who would 
later have the opportunity to make use of 
book learning, either in college or in white- 
collar employment. This and other educa- 
tional reforms of the progressive education 
movement reflected an implicit assumption 
of the immutability of the class structure. 

The frankness with which students were 
channeled into curriculum tracks, on the 
basis of their social class background, raised 
serious doubts concerning the “openness” of 
the social class structure. The relation be- 
tween social class and a child’s chances of 
promotion or tracking assignments was dis- 
guised—though not mitigated much—by an- 
other “progressive” reform: "objective" 
educational testing. Particularly after World 
War I, the capitulation of the schools to 
business values and concepts of efficiency 
led to the increased use of intelligence and 
scholastic achievement testing as an ostensi- 
bly unbiased means of measuring the pro- 
duct of schooling and classifying students. ?? 
The complementary growth of the guidance 
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counseling profession allowed much of the 
channeling to proceed from the students’ 
own well-counseled choices, thus adding an 
apparent element of voluntarism to the sys- 
tem. 

The legacy of the progressive education 
movement, like the earlier reforms of the 
mid-19th century, was a strengthened 
system of class stratification within school- 
ing which continues to this day to play an 
important role in the reproduction and legi- 
timation of the social division of labor. 

The class stratification of education 
during this period had proceeded hand in 
hand with the stratification of the labor 
force. As large bureaucratic corporations and 
public agencies employed an increasing frac- 
tion of all workers, a complicated segmenta- 
tion of the labor force evolved, reflecting the 
hierarchical structure of the social relations 
of production. A large middle group of em- 
ployees evolved comprising the clerical, 
sales, bookkeeping, and low level supervisory 
workers.” People holding these occupations 
ordinarily had a modicum of control over 
their own work; in some cases they directed 
the work of others, while themselves being 
under the direction of higher management. 
The social division of labor had become a 
finely articulated system of work relations 
dominated at the top by a small group with 
control over work processes and a high de- 
gree of personal autonomy in their work 
activities, and proceeding by finely dif- 
ferentiated stages down the chain of bureau- 
cratic command to workers who labored 
more as extensions of the machinery than as 
autonomous human beings. 

One's status, income, and personal auton- 
omy came to depend in great measure on 
one's place in the hierarchy of work rela- 
tions. And in turn, positions in the social 
division of labor came to be associated with 
educational credentials reflecting the number 
of years of schooling and the quality of 
education received. The increasing impor- 
tance of schooling as a mechanism for al- 
locating children to positions in the class 
structure, played a major part in legitimizing 
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the structure itself.?? But at the same time, 
it undermined the simple processes which in 
the past had preserved the position and privi- 
lege of the upper class families from genera- 
tion to generation. In short, it undermined 
the processes serving to reproduce the social 
division of labor. 

In pre-capitalist societies, direct inheri- 
tance of occupational position is common. 
Even in the early capitalist economy, prior 
to the segmentation of the labor force on 
the basis of differential skills and education, 
the class structure was reproduced genera- 
tion after generation simply through the in- 
heritance of physical capital by the offspring 
of the capitalist class. Now that the social 
division of labor is differentiated by types of 
competence and educational credentials as 
well as by the ownership of capital, the 
problem of inheritance is not nearly as 
simple. The crucial complication arises 
because education and skills are embedded 
in human beings, and—unlike physical capi- 
tal—these assets cannot be passed on to one’s 
children at death. In an advanced capitalist 
society in which education and skills play an 
important role in the hierarchy of produc- 
tion, then, the absence of confiscatory in- 
heritance laws is not enough to reproduce 
the social division of labor from generation 
to generation. Skills and educational creden- 
tials must somehow be passed on within the 
family. It is a fundamental theme of this 
paper that schools play an important part in 
reproducing and legitimizing this modern 
form of class structure. 


2. CLASS INEQUALITIES IN U.S. 
SCHOOLS 


Unequal schooling reproduces the social 
division of labor. Children whose parents 
occupy positions at the top of the occupa- 
tional hierarchy receive more years of 
schooling than working class children. Both 
the amount and the content of their educa- 
tion greatly facilitates their movement into 
positions similar to their parents’. 

Because of the relative ease of measure- 
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ment, inequalities in years of schooling are 
particularly evident. If we define social class 
standing by the income, occupation, and 
educational level of the parents, a child from 
the 90th percentile in the class distribution 
may expect on the average to achieve over 
four and a half more years of schooling than 
a child from the 10th percentile.? As can 
be seen in Table 1, social class inequalities in 
the number of years of schooling received 
arise in part because a disproportionate 
number of children from poorer families do 
not complete high school." Table 2 indi- 
cates that these inequalities are exacerbated 
by social class inequalities in college at- 
tendance among those children who did 
graduate from high school: even among 
those who had graduated from high school, 
children of families earning less than $3,000 
per year were over six times as likely not to 
attend college as were the children of fami- 
lies earning over $15,000.75 

Because schooling—especially at the col- 
lege level-is heavily subsidized by the 
general taxpayer, those children who attend 
school longer have access—for this reason 
alone—to a far larger amount of public re- 
sources than those who are forced out or 
drop out early." But social class inequali- 
ties in public expenditure on education are 
far more severe than the degree of inequality 
in years of schooling would suggest. In the 
first place, per-student public expenditure in 
four-year colleges greatly exceeds that in ele- 
mentary schools; those who stay in school 
longer receive an increasingly large annual 
public subsidy.?” Second, even at the ele- 
mentary level, schools attended by children 
of the poor tend to be less well-endowed 
with equipment, books, teachers, and other 
inputs into the educational process. Evi- 
dence on the relationship between the level 
of school inputs and the income of the 
neighborhoods which the schools serve is 
presented in Table 3.2* The data in this 
table indicate that both school expenditures 
and more direct measures of school quality 
vary directly with the income levels of the 
communities in which the school is located. 
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Table 1. Percentage of Male Children aged 16—17 Enrolled in Public School, and Percentage 
at Less than the Modal Grade Level, by Parent’s Education and Income, 1960? 


% of those enrolled who are 


% of male children aged 16—17 
below the modal level 


enrolled in public school 


1. Parent’s education less than 8 years 
Family Income: 


less than $3,000 66.1 474 
$3,000—4,999 71.3 35.7 
$5,000—6,999 TSS 28.3 
$7,000 and over 771 21.8 


2. Parent’s education 8-11 years 
Family income: 


less than $3,000 78.6 25.0 
$3,000—4,999 82.9 20.9 
$5,000—6,999 84.9 16.9 
$7,000 and over 86.1 13.0 
3. Parent's education 12 years or more 
Family income: 
less than $3,000 89.5 13.4 
53,000–4,999 90.7 12.4 
$5,000—6,999 92.1 9.7 
$7,000 and over 94.2 16.9 


Source: Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1960, Vol. PC-(2)5A, Table 5. 

a. According to Bureau of the Census definitions, for 16-year olds 9th grade or less and for 17-year 
olds 10th grade or less are below the modal level. Father's education is indicated if father is present; 
otherwise mother's education is indicated. 


Inequalities in schooling are not simply a 
matter of differences in years of schooling 
attained or in resources devoted to each stu- 
dent per year of schooling. Differences in 
the internal structure of schools themselves 


Table 2. College Attendance in 1967 
among High School Graduates, by 
Family Income? 


Percent who did not 


Je uus Trend college and in the content of schooling reflect the 
Total 53.1 differences in the social class compositions 
under $3,000 80.2 of the student bodies. The social relations of 
$3,000 to $3,999 67.7 the educational process ordinarily mirror the 
ye s DIS E social relations of the work roles into which 
$7,500 to $9,999 49.0 most students are likely to move. Differ- 
$10,000 to $14,999 38.7 ences in rules, expected modes of behavior, 
$15,000 and over 13.3 and opportunities for choice are most glaring 


when we compare levels of schooling. Note 
the wide range of choice over curriculum, 
life style, and allocation of time afforded to 
college students, compared with the obedi- 


a. Refers to individuals who were high 
school seniors in October 1965 and who 
subsequently graduated from high school. 
Source: Ч. S. Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of the Census, Current Population, 


Report, Series P-20, No. 185, July 11, 1969, 
p. 6. College attendance refers to both two- 
and four-year institutions. 

b. Family income for 12 months preceding 
October 1965. 


ence and respect for authority expected in 
high school. Differentiation occurs also 
within each level of schooling. One needs 
only to compare the social relations of a 
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Table 3. Inequalities in Elementary School Resources: Percent Difference in 
Resource Availability Associated with a One Percent Difference in Mean Neigh- 


borhood Family Income 


Resource Within cities (1) ^ Between cities (2) 
1. Current real education expenditure per student па. КЕЦ 
2. Average real elementary school teacher salary .20% 69% 
3. Teacher-student ratio .24* n.a. 
4. Realexpenditure per pupil on teacher salary EK па. 
5. Verbal ability of teacher 1а 1.208 


Sources: 


а. John D. Owen, “Ап Empirical Analysis of Economic and Racial Bias in the Distribution 
of Educational Resources in Nine Large American Cities” (Center for the Study of Social 
Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University, 1969). 

b. John D. Owen, “Towards a Public Employment Wage Theory: Some Econometric 
Evidence on Teacher Quality,” Industrial Labor Relations Review (forthcoming, 1972). 


junior college with those of an elite four- 
year college,” or those of a working class 
high school with those of a wealthy subur- 
ban high school, for verification of this 
point.?? 

The differential socialization patterns in 
schools attended by students of different 
social classes do not arise by accident. 
Rather, they stem from the fact that the 
educational objectives and expectations of 
both parents and teachers, and the respon- 
siveness of students to various patterns of 
teaching and control, differ for students of 
different social classes.?! Further, class in- 
equalities in school socialization patterns are 
reinforced by the very inequalities in finan- 
cial resources documented above. The 
paucity of financial support for the educa- 
tion of children from working class families 
not only leaves more resources to be devoted 
to the children of those with commanding 
roles in the economy; it forces upon the 
teachers and school administrators in the 
working class schools a type of social rela- 
tions which fairly closely mirrors that of the 
factory. Thus financial considerations in 
poorly supported working class schools mili- 
tate against small intimate classes, against a 
multiplicity of elective courses and spe- 
cialized teachers (except disciplinary person- 
nel), and preclude the amounts of free time 
for the teachers and free space required for a 


more open, flexible educational environ- 
ment. The lack of financial support all but 
requires that students be treated as raw 
materials on a production line; it places a 
high premium on obedience and punctuality; 
there are few opportunities for independent, 
creative work or individualized attention by 
teachers. The well-financed schools attended 
by the children of the rich can offer much 
greater opportunities for the development of 
the capacity for sustained independent work 
and the other characteristics required for 
adequate job performance in the upper levels 
of the occupational hierarchy. 

While much of the inequality in U.S. 
education exists between schools, even 
within a given school different children re- 
ceive different educations. Class stratifica- 
tion within schools is achieved through 
tracking, differential participation in extra- 
curricular activities, and in the attitudes of 
teachers and particularly guidance personnel 
who expect working class children to do 
poorly, to terminate schooling early, and to 
end up in jobs similar to their parents.?? 

Not surprisingly, the results of schooling 
differ greatly for children of different social 
classes. The differing educational objectives 
implicit in the social relations of schools 
attended by children of different social 
classes has already been mentioned. Less im- 
portant but more easily measured are dif- 
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ferences in scholastic achievement. If we 
measure the output of schooling by scores 
on nationally standardized achievement 
tests, children whose parents were them- 
selves highly educated outperform the chil- 
dren of parents with less education by a 
wide margin. A recent study revealed, for 
example, that among white high school 
seniors, those whose parents were in the top 
education decile were on the average well 
over three grade levels ahead of those whose 
parents were in the bottom decile.? While a 
good part of this discrepancy is the result of 
unequal treatment in school and unequal 
educational resources, it will be suggested 
below that much of it is related to dif- 
ferences in the early socialization and home 
environment of the children. 

Given the great social class differences in 
scholastic achievement, class inequalities in 
college attendance are to be expected. Thus 
one might be tempted to argue that the data 
in Table 2 are simply a reflection of unequal 
scholastic achievement in high school and do 
not reflect any additional social class in- 
equalities peculiar to the process of college 
admission. This view, so comforting to the 
admissions personnel in our elite universities, 


Table 4. Probability. of College Entry for a 
Male who has Reached Grade 118 


Socioeconomic quartiles” 


Low High 
1 23. 4 


Ability Low 1 06 12 13 .26 
QuartilesP 2 13557. 2951:36 
3 25 .34 45 65 

High 4 48 .70 73 .87 


a. Based on a large sample of U.S. high school 
students as reported in John C. Flannagan and 
William У. Cooley, Project TALENT, One-Year 
Follow-up Studies, Cooperative Research Project 
Number 2333, School of Education, University of 
Pittsburgh, 1966. 

b. The socioeconomic index is a composite mea- 
sure including family income, father’s occupation 
and education, mother’s education, etc. The ability 
scale is a composite of tests measuring general 
academic aptitude. 
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is unsupported by the available data, some 
of which are presented in Table 4. Access to 
a college education is highly unequal, even 
for children of the same measured “aca- 
demic ability.” 

The social class inequalities in our school 
system and the role they play in the repro- 
duction of the social division of labor are 
too evident to be denied. Defenders of the 
educational system are forced back on the 
assertion that things are getting better; the 
inequalities of the past were far worse. And, 
indeed, there can be no doubt that some of 
the inequalities of the past have been miti- 
gated. Yet new inequalities have apparently 
developed to take their place, for the avail- 
able historical evidence lends little support 
to the idea that our schools are on the road 
to equality of educational opportunity. For 
example, data from a recent U.S. Census 
survey reported in Table 5 indicate that 
graduation from college has become in- 
creasingly dependent on one’s class back- 
ground. This is true despite the fact that the 
probability of high school graduation is 
becoming increasingly equal across social 
classes. On balance, the available data suggest 
that the number of years of schooling at- 
tained by a child depends upon the social 
class standing of the father at least as much 
in the recent period as it did fifty years 
ago. 

The argument that our “egalitarian” 
education compensates for inequalities 
generated elsewhere in the capitalist system 
is so patently fallacious that few will persist 
in maintaining it. But the discrepancy be- 
tween the ideology and the reality of the 
U.S. school system is far greater than would 
appear from a passing glance at the above 
data. In the first place, if education is to 
compensate for the social class immobility 
due to the inheritance of wealth and privi- 
lege, education must be structured so as to 
yield a negative correlation between social 
class background of the child and the quan- 
tity and quality of her or his schooling. Thus 
the assertion that education compensates for 
inequalities in inherited wealth and privilege 
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Table 5. Among Sons who had Reached High School, Percentage who graduated from 
college, by Son’s Age and Father’s Level of Education 


Father’s education 


Some college 


+ Some high school High school grad or more 
Likely dates 
Son's age of college % Капо % Капо % Капо 
т 1962 graduation? <8 years Graduating to «8 Grad to «8 Grad to «8 
25-34 1950-1959 07.6 174 2.29 25:6: 13137, 51.9 6.83 
35—44 1940-1949 08.6 11.9 1.38 25.3. 2.94 53:9) 6.27. 
45-54 1930-1939 07.7 09.8 1.27 15.1 — 1.96 369 4.79 
55—64 1920-1929 08.9 09.8 1.10 192 “216 29:87 3,35 


a. Assuming college graduation at age 22. 


Source: Based on U.S. Census data as reported in William G. Spady, “Educational Mobility and Access: 
Growth and Paradoxes,” American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 73, No. 3 (November 1967). 


is falsified not so much by the extent of the 
social class inequalities in the school system 
as by their very existence, or, more cor- 
rectly, by the absence of compensatory in- 
equalities. 

Second, if we turn now from the problem 
of intergeneration immobility to the prob- 
lem of inequality of income at a given 
moment, a similar argument applies. In a 
capitalist economy, the increasing impor- 
tance of schooling in the economy will ex- 
ercise a disequalizing tendency on the 
distribution of income even in the absence 
of social class inequalities in quality and 
quantity of schooling. To see why this is so, 
consider a simple capitalist economy in 
which only two factors are used in produc- 
tion: uneducated and undifferentiated labor, 
and capital, the ownership of which is un- 
equally distributed among the population. 
The only source of income inequality in this 
society is the unequal distribution of capital. 
As the labor force becomes differentiated by 
type of skill or schooling, inequalities in 
labor earnings contribute to total income 
inequality, augmenting the inequalities due 
to the concentration of capital. This will be 
the case even if education and skills are 
distributed randomly among the population. 
The disequalizing tendency will of course be 
intensified if the owners of capital also ac- 


quire a disproportionate amount of those 
types of education and training which confer 
access to high-paying jobs.*° A substantial 
negative correlation between the ownership 
of capital and the quality and quantity of 
schooling received would have been required 
merely to neutralize the disequalizing effect 
of the rise of schooling as an economic phe- 
nomenon. And while some research has 
minimized the importance of social class 
biases in schooling, nobody has yet sug- 
gested that class and schooling were in- 
versely related! 


3. CLASS CULTURE AND CLASS POWER 


The pervasive and persistent inequalities in 
U.S. education would seem to refute an in- 
terpretation of education which asserts its 
egalitarian functions. But the facts of in- 
equality do not by themselves suggest an 
alternate explanation. Indeed, they pose 
serious problems of interpretation. If the 
costs of education borne by students and 
their families were very high, or if nepotism 
were rampant, or if formal segregation of 
pupils by social class were practiced, or 
educational decisions were made by a select 
few whom we might call the power elite, it 
would not be difficult to explain the con- 
tinued inequalities in U.S. education. The 
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problem of interpretation, however, is to 
reconcile the above empirical findings with 
the facts of our society as we perceive them: 
public and virtually tuition-free education at 
all levels, few legal instruments for the direct 
implementation of class segregation, a 
limited role for “contacts” or nepotism in 
the achievement of high status or income, a 
commitment (at the rhetorical level at least) 
to equality of educational opportunity, and 
a system of control of education which if 
hot particularly democratic, extends far 
beyond anything resembling a power elite. 
The attempt to reconcile these apparently 
discrepant facts leads us back to a considera- 
tion of the social division of labor, the 
associated class cultures, and the exercise of 
class power. 

I will argue that the social division of 
labor—based on the hierarchical structure of 
production—gives rise to distinct class sub- 
cultures. The values, personality traits, and 
expectations characteristic of each subcul- 
ture are transmitted from generation to gen- 
eration through class differences in family 
socialization and complementary differences 
in the type and amount of schooling ordi- 
narily attained by children of various class 
positions. These class differences in school- 
ing are maintained in large measure through 
the capacity of the upper class to control the 
basic principles of school finance, pupil 
evaluation, and educational objectives. 

This outline, and what follows, is put 
forward as an interpretation, consistent 
where testable with the available data, 
though lacking as yet in firm empirical sup- 
port for some important links in the argu- 
ment. 

The social relations of production char- 
acteristic of advanced capitalist societies 
(and many socialist societies) are most 
clearly illustrated in the bureaucracy and 
hierarchy of the modern corporation. ?? 
Occupational roles in the capitalist economy 
may be grouped according to the degree of 
independence and control exercised by the 
person holding the job. There is some evi- 
dence that the personality attributes as- 
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sociated with the adequate performance of 
jobs in occupational categories defined in 
this broad way differ considerably, some ap- 
parently requiring independence and internal 
discipline, and others emphasizing such traits 
as obedience, predictability, and willingness 
to subject oneself to external controls.?* 

These personality attributes аге de- 
veloped primarily at a young age, both in the 
family and, to a lesser extent, in secondary 
socializing institutions such as schools.?? Be- 
cause people tend to marry within their own 
class (in part because spouses often meet in 
our class segregated schools), both parents 
are likely to have a similar set of these fun- 
damental personality traits. Thus children 
of parents occupying a given position in the 
occupational hierarchy grow up in homes 
where child-rearing methods and perhaps 
even the physical surroundings tend to 
develop personality characteristics ар- 
propriate to adequate job performance in 
the occupational roles of the parents. The 
children of managers and professionals are 
taught self-reliance within a broad set of 
constraints?! the children of production 
line workers are taught obedience. 

While this relation between parents’ class 
position and child's personality attributes 
operates primarily in the home, it is rein- 
forced by schools and other social institu- 
tions. Thus, to take an example introduced 
earlier, the authoritarian social relations of 
working class high schools complement the 
discipline-oriented early socialization pat- 
terns experienced by working class children. 
The relatively greater freedom of wealthy 
Suburban schools extends and formalizes the 
early independence training characteristic of 
upper class families. 

Schools reinforce other aspects of family 
socialization as well. Students’ and parents’ 
aspirations and expectations concerning 
both the type and the amount of schooling 
are strongly related to social class.47 The 
expectations of teachers, guidance counsel- 
ors, and school administrators ordinarily 
reinforce those of the students and parents. 
Schools often encourage students to develop 
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aspirations and expectations typical of their 
social class, even if the child tends to have 
“deviant” aspirations. 

It is true that to some extent schools 
introduce common elements of socialization 
for all students regardless of social class. 
Discipline, respect for property, competi- 
tion, and punctuality are part of the implicit 
curriculum of virtually all schools. Yet given 
the existing institutional arrangements, the 
ability of a school to change a child’s per- 
sonality, values, and expectations is severely 
limited. The responsiveness of children to 
different types of schooling seems to depend 
importantly upon the types of personality 
traits, values, and expectations which have 
been developed through the family. Further- 
more, children spend a small amount of time 
in school—less than a quarter of their waking 
hours over the course of a year. Thus schools 
are probably more effective where they at- 
tempt to complement and reinforce rather 
than to oppose the socialization processes of 
the home and neighborhood. It is not sur- 
prising, then, that social class differences in 
scholastic achievement and other measures 
of school success are far greater than would 
be accounted for by differences in the 
measured school financial resources and 
other inputs (quality and quantity of teach- 
ers, etc.) alone.*? 

Class differences in the total effect of 
schooling are—in this interpretation—due pri- 
marily to differences in what I have called 
class subculture. The educational system 
serves less to change the results of the pri- 
mary socialization in the home than to ratify 
them and render them in adult form. The 
complementary relationship between family 
Socialization and schools serves to reproduce 
patterns of class culture from generation to 
generation. 

The operation of the labor market trans- 
lates differences in class culture into income 
inequalities and occupational hierarchies. 
The personality traits, values, and expecta- 
tions characteristic of different class cultures 
play a major role in determining an individ- 
ual’s success in gaining a high income or 
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prestigious occupation. The apparent con- 
tribution of schooling to occupational suc- 
cess and higher income seems to be 
explained primarily by the personality char- 
acteristics of those who have higher educa- 
tional attainments.“ Although the rewards 
to intellectual capacities are quite limited in 
the labor market (except for a small number 
of high level jobs), mental abilities are im- 
portant in getting ahead in school. Grades, 
the probability of continuing to higher levels 
of schooling, and a host of other school 
success variables, are positively correlated 
with "objective" measures of intellectual 
capacities. Partly for this reason, one’s ex- 
perience in school reinforces the belief that 
promotion and rewards are distributed 
fairly. The close relationship between educa- 
tional attainments and later occupational 
success thus provides a meritocratic appear- 
ance to mask the mechanisms which repro- 
duce the class system from generation to 
generation. 

So far, the perpetuation of inequality 
through the schooling system has been repre- 
sented as an almost automatic, self-enforcing 
mechanism, operating only through the 
medium of class culture. An important 
further dimension of the interpretation is 
added if we note that positions of control in 
the productive hierarchy tend to be as- 
sociated with positions of political influence. 
Given the disproportionate share of political 
power held by the upper class and their 
capacity to determine the accepted patterns 
of behavior and procedures, to define the 
national interest, and in general to control 
the ideological and institutional context in 
which educational decisions are made, it is 
not surprising to find that resources are al- 
located unequally among school tracks, 
between schools serving different classes, 
and between levels of schooling. The same 
configuration of power results in curricula, 
methods of instruction, and criteria of selec- 
tion and promotion which confer benefits 
disproportionately on the children of the 
upper class. 

It is not asserted here that the upper class 
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controls the main decision-making bodies in 
education, although a good case could prob- 
ably be made that this is so. The power of 
the upper class is hypothesized as existing in 
its capacity to define and maintain a set of 
rules of operation or decision criteria—“rules 
of the game”—which, though often seem- 
ingly innocuous and sometimes even egali- 
tarian in their ostensible intent, have the 
effect of maintaining the unequal system. 

The operation of two prominent ex- 
amples of these “rules of the game” will 
serve to illustrate the point. The first impor- 
tant principle is that excellence in schooling 
should be rewarded. Given the capacity of 
the upper class to define excellence in terms 
on which upper class children tend to excel 
(for example, scholastic achievement), ad- 
herence to this principle yields inegalitarian 
outcomes (for example, unequal access to 
higher education) while maintaining the ap- 
pearance of fair treatment.** Thus the 
principle of rewarding excellence serves to 
legitimize the unequal consequences of 
schooling by associating success with com- 
petence. At the same time, the institution of 
objectively administered tests of perfor- 
mance serves to allow a limited amount of 
upward mobility among exceptional children 
of the lower class, thus providing further 
legitimation of the operations of the social 
system by giving some credence to the myth 
of widespread mobility. 

The second example is the principle that 
elementary and secondary schooling should 
be financed in very large measure from local 
revenues. This principle is supported on the 
grounds that it is necessary to preserve poli- 
tical liberty. Given the degree of residential 
segregation by income level, the effect of 
this principle is to produce an unequal dis- 
tribution of school resources among children 
of different classes. Towns with a large tax 
base can spend large sums for the education 
of their disproportionately upper class chil- 
dren even without suffering a higher than 
average tax rate.*° Because the main re- 
source inequalities in schooling thus exist 
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between rather than within school dis- 
tricts,47 and because there is no effective 
mechanism for redistribution of school 
funds among school districts, poor families 
lack a viable political strategy for correcting 
the inequality.*® 

The above rules of the game—rewarding 
“excellence” and financing schools locally— 
illustrate the complementarity between the 
political and economic power of the upper 
class. In each case, adherence to the rule has 
the effect of generating unequal conse- 
quences via a mechanism which operates 
largely outside the political system. As long 
as one adheres to the “reward excellence” 
principle, the responsibility for unequal re- 
sults in schooling appears to lie outside the 
upper class, often in some fault of the poor— 
such as their class culture—which is viewed 
as lying beyond the reach of political action 
or criticism. Likewise, as long as the local 
financing of schools is maintained, the 
achievement of equality of resources among 
children of different social classes requires 
the class integration of school districts, an 
objective for which there are no effective 
political instruments as long as we allow a 
market in residential properties and an un- 
equal distribution of income. 

Thus it appears that the consequences of 
an unequal distribution of political power 
among classes complement the results of 
class culture in maintaining an educational 
system which has thus far been capable of 
transmitting status from generation to gen- 
eration, and capable in addition of political 
survival in the formally democratic and egali- 
tarian environment of the contemporary 
United States. 

The role of the schools in reproducing 
and legitimizing the social division of labor 
has recently been challenged by popular 
egalitarian movements. At the same time, 
the educational system is showing signs of 
internal structural weakness.*? These two 
developments suggest that fundamental 
change in the schooling process may soon be 
possible. Analysis of both the potential and 
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the limits of educational change will be fa- 
cilitated by drawing together and extending 
the strands of the above argument. 


4, THE LIMITS OF EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM 


If the above attempt to identify the roots of 
inequality in U.S. education is convincing, it 
has done more than reconcile apparent dis- 
crepancies between the democratic forms 
and unequal content of U.S. education, For 
it is precisely the sources of educational in- 
equality which we must understand in order 
to develop successful political strategies in 
the pursuit of educational equality. 

I have argued that the structure of educa- 
tion reflects the social relations of produc- 
tion. For at least the past century and a half, 
expansion of education and changes in the 
forms of schooling have been responses to 
needs generated by the economic system. 
The sources of present inequality in U.S. 
education were found in the mutual rein- 
forcement of class subcultures and social 
class biases in the operations of the school 
system itself. The analysis strongly suggests 
that educational inequalities are rooted in 
the basic institutions of our economy. Re- 
consideration of some of the basic mecha- 
nisms of educational inequality lends 
support to this proposition. First, the princi- 
ple of rewarding academic excellence in 
educational promotion and selection serves 
not only to legitimize the process by which 
the social division of labor is reproduced. It 
is also a basic part of the process which 
socializes young people to work for external 
rewards and encourages them to develop 
motivational structures fit for the alienating 
work of the capitalist economy.® Selecting 
students from the bottom or the middle of 
the achievement scale for promotion to 
higher levels of schooling would go a long 
way towards equalizing education, but it 
would also jeopardize the schools’ capacity 
to train productive and well-adjusted work- 
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ers?! Second, the way in which local fi- 


nancing of schools operates to maintain edu- 
cational inequality is also rooted in the capi- 
talist economy, in this case in the existence 
of an unequal distribution of income, free 
markets in residential property, and the nar- 
row limits of state power. However, it seems 
unwise to emphasize this aspect of the long 
run problem of equality in education, for 
the inequalities in school resources resulting 
from the localization of finance may not be 
of crucial importance in maintaining in- 
equalities in the effects of education. More- 
over, it seems that a significant undermining 
of the principle of local finance may already 
be under way in response to pressures from 
the poorer states and school districts. 

Of greater importance in the perpetuation 
of educational inequality are differential 
class subcultures. These class-based differ- 
ences in personality, values, and expecta- 
tions, I have argued, represent an adaptation 
to the different requirements of adequate 
work performance at various levels in the 
hierarchical social relations of production. 
Class subcultures, then, stem from the every- 
day experiences of workers in the structure 
of production characteristic of capitalist 
societies. 

It should be clear by this point that ed- 
ucational equality ‘cannot be achieved 
through changes in the school system alone. 
Nonetheless, attempts at educational reform 
may move us closer to that objective if, in 
their failure, they lay bare the unequal 
nature of our school system and destroy the 
illusion of unimpeded mobility through 
education. Successful educational reforms— 
reducing racial or class disparities in school- 
ing, for example—may also serve the cause of 
equality of education, for it seems likely 
that equalizing access to schooling will chal- 
lenge the system either to make good its 
promise of rewarding educational attainment 
or find ways of coping with a mass disillu- 
sionment with the great panacea.5? 

Yet if the record of the last century and a 
half of educational reforms is any guide, we 
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should not expect radical change in educa- 
tion to result from the efforts of those con- 
fining their attention to the schools. The 
political victories of past reform movements 
have apparently resulted in little if any effec- 
tive equalization. My interpretation of the 
educational consequences of class culture 
and class power suggests that these educa- 
tional reform movements failed because they 
sought to eliminate educational inequalities 
without challenging the basic institutions of 
capitalism. 

Efforts to equalize education through 
changes in government policy will at best 
scratch the surface of inequality. For much 
of the inequality in U.S. education has its 
origin outside the limited sphere of state 
power, in the hierarchy of work relations 
and the associated differences in class cul- 
ture. As long as jobs are defined so that 
some have power over many and others have 
power over nothing—as long as the social 
division of labor persists—educational in- 
equality will be built into U.S. society. 


NOTES 


1. This account draws upon two important his- 
torical studies: P. Aries, Centuries of Childhood 
(New York, 1970); and B. Bailyn, Education in the 
Forming of American Society (New York, 1960). 
Also illuminating are anthropological studies of 
education in contemporary pre-capitalist societies. 
See, for example, J. Kenyatta, Facing Mount 
Kenya (New York, 1962), pp. 95—124. See also 
Edmund S. Morgan, The Puritan Family: Religion 
and Domestic Relations in Seventeenth Century 
New England (New York, 1944). 

2. P. Aries, Centuries of Childhood. In a number 
of places, Scotland and Massachusetts, for ex- 
ample, schools stressed literacy so as to make the 
Bible more widely accessible. (See C. Cipolla, 
Literacy and Economic Development (Baltimore, 
1969); and E. Morgan, The Puritan Family (ch. 4).) 
Morgan quotes a Massachusetts law of 1647 which 
provided for the establishment of reading schools 
because it was “one chief project of that old de- 
luder, Satan, to keep men from knowledge of the 
Scriptures.” 

3. H. F. Kearney, Scholars and Gentlemen: Uni- 
versities and Society in Pre-Industrial Britain 
(Ithaca, N.Y., 1971). 

4. See B. Bailyn, Education in the Forming of 
American Society, and N. Smelser, Social Change 
in the Industrial Revolution (Chicago, 1959). 

5. F. Engels and K. Marx, The Communist Mani- 
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festo (1848); K. Marx, The 18th Brumaire of Louis 
Bonaparte (New York, 1852). 

6. See, for example, S. Thernstrom, Poverty and 
Progress: Social Mobility in a 19th Century City 
(New York, 1969). 

7. B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education, 
1780—1870, Vol. I. (London, 1960). 

8. Bailyn, Education in the Forming of American 
Society. 

9. A manufacturer, writing to the Massachusetts 
State Board of Education from Lowell in 1841 
commented: 


I have never considered mere knowledge .. . as 
the only advantage derived from a good Com- 
mon School education ... (Workers with more 
education possess) a higher and better state of 
morals, are more orderly and respectful in their 
deportment, and more ready to comply with 
the wholesome and necessary regulations of an 
establishment...In times of agitation, on 
account of some change in regulations or 
wages, I have always looked to the most intelli- 
gent, best educated and the most moral for 
support. The ignorant and uneducated I have 
generally found the most turbulent and trouble- 
some, acting under the impulse of excited pas- 
sion and jealousy. 


Quoted in Michael B. Katz, The Jrony of Early 
School Reform (Cambridge, Mass., 1968), p. 88. 
See also David Isaac Bruck, The Schools of Lowell, 
1824-1861: A Case Study in the Origins of 
Modern Public Education in America (unpublished 
senior thesis, Department of Social Studies, Har- 
vard College, April 1971). 

10. In. 1846 the annual report of the Lowell, 
Mass., School Committee concluded that universal 
education was “the surest safety against internal 
commotions." (1846 School Committee Annual 
Report, pp. 17—18.) It seems more than coinci- 
dental that in England, public support for ele- 
mentary education-a concept which had been 
widely discussed and urged for at least half a cen- 
tury—was legislated almost immediately after the 
enfranchisement of the working class by the elec- 
toral reform of 1867. See Simon, Studies in the 
History of Education, 1780—1870. Mass public 
education in Rhode Island came quickly on the 
heels of an armed insurrection and a broadening of 
the franchise. See F. T. Carlton, Economic Influ- 
ences upon Educational Progress in the United 
States, 1820—1850 (Madison, Wisc., 1908). 

11. Describing the expansion of education in the 
19th century, Katz concludes: 


...a middle class attempt to secure advantage 
for their children as technological change 
heightened the importance of formal education 
assured the success and acceptance of universal 
elaborate graded school systems. The same re- 
sult emerged from the fear of a growing, un- 
schooled proletariat. Education substituted for 
deference as a source of social cement and 
social order in a society stratified by class 
rather than by rank. 


(M. B. Katz, “From Voluntarism іо Bureaucracy in 
U.S. Education," mimeo, 1970.) 


UNEQUAL EDUCATION 


12. An American economist, writing just prior to 
the “common school revival,” had this to say: 


Education universally extended throughout the 
community will tend to disabuse the working 
class of people in respect of a notion that has 
crept into the minds of our mechanics and is 
gradually prevailing, that manual labor is at 
present very inadequately rewarded, owing to 
combinations of the rich against the poor; that 
mere mental labor is comparatively worthless; 
that property or wealth ought not to be ac- 
cumulated or transmitted; that to take interest 
on money lent or profit on capital employed is 
unjust... The mistaken and ignorant people 
who entertain these fallacies as truths will learn, 
when they have the opportunity of learning, 
that the institution of political society ori- 
ginated in the protection of property. 


(Thomas Cooper, Elements of Political Economy 
(1828), quoted on pp. 33—34 of Carlton, Eco- 
nomic Influences upon Educational Progress in the 
United States, 1820—1850.) 

Political economy was made a required subject 
in Massachusetts high schools in 1857, along with 
moral science and civic polity. Cooper's advice was 
widely but not universally followed elsewhere. 
Friedrich Engels, commenting on the tardy growth 
of mass education in early 19th century England, 
remarked: “So shortsighted, so stupidly narrow- 
minded is the English bourgeoisie in its egotism, 
that it does not even take the trouble to impress 
upon the workers the morality of the day, which 
the bourgeoisie has patched together in its own 
interest for its own protection.” (Engels, The Con- 
dition of the Working Class in England (Stanford, 
Calif., 1968).) 

13, See Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress. Marx 
said this about mid-19th century France: 


The modern and the traditional consciousness 
of the French peasant contended for mastery 
...in the form of an incessant struggle be- 
tween the schoolmasters and the priests. 


n The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, p. 
25. 

14. Janice Weiss and I are currently studying the 
rapid expansion of Southern elementary and se- 
condary schooling which followed the demise of 
slavery and the establishment of capitalist eco- 
nomic institutions in the South. 

15. Based on the preliminary results of a statistical 
analysis of education in 19th century Massachu- 
setts being conducted jointly with Alexander Field. 
16. Katz, The Irony of Early School Reform and 
um Voluntarism to Bureaucracy in U.S. Educa- 
ion,” 

17. Katz, The Irony of Early School Reform. 

18. Sol Cohen describes this process in his “The 
Industrial Education Movement, 1906—1917” 
(American Quarterly, Vol. 20, Spring 1968). Typi- 
cal of the arguments then given for vocational 
education is the following, by the superintendent 
of schools in Cleveland: 


It is obvious that the educational needs of chil- 
dren in a district where the streets are well 
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paved and clean, where the homes are spacious 
and surrounded by lawns and trees, where the 
language of the child’s playfellows is pure, and 
where life in general is permeated with the 
spirit and ideals of America—it is obvious that 
the educational needs of such a child are radi- 
cally different from those of the child who lives 
in a foreign and tenement section. 


(William H. Elson and Frank P. Bachman, “Dif- 
ferent Course for Elementary School,” Educational 
Review, XXXIX, April 1910; quoted in Cohen.) 
See also L. Cremin, The Transformation of the 
School (New York, 1964), ch. 2, and David Cohen 
and Marvin Lazerson, “Education and the Indus- 
trial Order” (mimeo, 1970). 
19. The superintendent of the Boston schools 
summed up the change in 1908: 


Until very recently (the schools) have offered 
equal opportunity for all to receive one kind of 
education, but what will make them democratic 
is to provide opportunity for all to receive such 
education as will fit them equally well for their 
particular life work. 


(Boston, Documents of the School Committee, 
1908, #7, p. 53; quoted in Cohen and Lazerson, 
“Education and the Industrial Order.) 

20. R. Callahan, Education and the Cult of Effi- 
ciency (Chicago, 1962); Cohen and Lazerson, 
“Education and the Industrial Order”; and Cremin, 
The Transformation of the School. 

21. See M. Reich, “The Evolution of the U.S. 
Labor Force,” in R. Edwards, M. Reich, and T. 
Weisskopf (eds.), The Capitalist System (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J., 1971, forthcoming). 

22. The role of schooling in legitimizing the class 
structure is spelled out in S. Bowles, “Contradic- 
tions in U.S. Higher Education” (mimeo, 1971). 
23. The data for this calculation refer to white 
males who were aged 25—34 іп 1962. See S. 
Bowles, “Schooling and Inequality from Genera- 
tion to Generation,” paper presented at the Far 
Eastern Meetings of the Econometric Society, 
Tokyo, 1970. 

24. Table 1 understates the degree of social class 
inequality in school attendance in view of the fact 
that a substantial portion of the upper income 
children not enrolled in public schools attend pri- 
vate schools. Private schools provide a parallel 
educational system for the upper class. I have not 
given much attention to these institutions as they 
are not quantitatively very significant in the total 
picture. Moreover, to deal extensively with them 
might detract attention from the task of explaining 
class inequalities in the ostensibly egalitarian por- 
tion of our school system. 

25. For recent evidence on these points, see U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, 
Series P-20, numbers 185 and 183. 

26. W. L. Hansen and B. Weisbrod, "The Distribu- 
tion of Costs and Direct Benefits of Public Higher 
Education: the Case of California," Journal of 
Human Resources, Vol. V, No. 3 (Summer 1970), 
pp. 361—370. 

27. In the school year 1969—70, per pupil ex- 
penditures of federal, state, and local funds were 
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$1490 per colleges and universities and $747 for 
primary and secondary schools. (U.S. Office of 
Education, Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1969).) 

28. See also P. C. Sexton, Education and Income 
(New York, 1961). 

29. See J. Binstock, Survival in the American Col- 
lege Industry (unpublished manuscript). 

30. E. Z. Friedenberg, Coming of Age in America 
(New York, 1965). It is consistent with this pat- 
tern that the play-oriented, child-centered peda- 
gogy of the progressive movement found little 
acceptance outside of private schools in wealthy 
communities. See Cohen and Lazerson, “Education 
and the Industrial Order.” 

31. That working class parents seem to favor more 
authoritarian educational methods is perhaps a re- 
flection of their own work experiences Which have 
demonstrated that submission to authority is an 
essential ingredient in one’s ability to get and hold 
a steady, well-paying job. 

32. See, for example, A. B. Hollingshead, Elm- 
town's Youth (New York, 1949); W. L. Warner and 
P. S. Lunt, The Social Life of a Modern Com- 
munity (New Haven, 1949); R. Rosenthal and L. 
Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom (New York, 
1968); and W. E. Schafer, C. Olexa, and K. Polk, 
“Programmed for Social Class: Tracking in High 
School,” Trans-Action, Vol. 7, No. 12 (October, 
1970). 

33, Calculation based on data in James S. Cole- 
man, et al, Equality of Educational Opportunity, 
Vol. II (Washington, 1966), and methods described 
in S. Bowles, "Schooling and Inequality from 
Generation to Generation." 

34. See P. M. Blau and O, D. Duncan, The Ameri- 
ean Occupational Structure (New York, 1967). 
More recent data do not contradict the evidence of 
no trend towards equality. A 1967 Census survey, 
the most recent available, shows that among high 
school graduates in 1965, the probability of college 
attendance for those whose parents had attended 
college has continued to rise relative to the proba- 
bility of college attendance for those whose par- 
ents had attended less than eight years of school. 
See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population 
Reports, Series P-20, No. 185, July 11, 1969. 

35. A simple statistical model will elucidate the 
main relationships involved: 

Let у (individual or family income) be the sum 
of w (earnings from labor, including embodied 
education and skills, L) and k (earnings from capi- 
tal, к), related according to the equation y = w + k 
= aKAL®. The coefficients A and B represent the 
relative importance of capital and labor as sources 
of income. The variance of the logarithm of in- 
come (a common measure of inequality) can then 
be represented by the following expression: 


var log У = A? var log К + В? var log L 
* 2AB covar (log L, log K). 


The first term on the right represents the contribu- 
tion of inequalities in capital ownership to total 
inequality, the second measures that part of total 
income inequality due to inequalities of education 
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and skills embodied in labor, and the third repre- 
sents the contribution to income inequality of so- 
cial class inequalities in the supply of skills and 
schooling. Prior to the educational differentiation 
of the labor force, the variance of labor was zero. 
All workers were effectively equal. The variance of 
the logarithm of income would then be due en- 
tirely to capital inequality and would be exactly 
equal to A*varlog K. The rise of education as a 
source of income and labor differentiation will 
increase the variance of the logarithm of embodied 
labor unless all workers receive identical education 
and training. This is true even if the third term is 
zero, indicating no social class inequalities in the 
provision of skills and education. 

To assert the conventional faith in the egali- 
tarian influence of the rising economic importance 
of education, one would have to argue that the rise 
of education is likely to be associated with either 
а) a fall in A, the relative importance of capital as a 
source of earnings; b) a decrease in the size of the 
covariance of the logarithms of capital and labor; 
с) a decrease in the inequality of capital ownership; 
or d) an increase in equality in the supply of 
education. While each is possible, I see no com- 
pelling reason why education should produce these 
results. 

36. See, for example, Robert Hauser, “Едиса- 
tional Stratification in the United States," Soci- 
ological Inquiry, Vol. 20, Spring, 1970. 

37. Max Weber referred to bureaucracy as the 
"most rational offspring" of discipline, and re- 
marked: “. .. military discipline is the ideal model 
for the modern capitalist factory . . .” (“Тһе Mean- 
ing of Discipline," reprinted in H. H. Gerth and C. 
W. Mills, From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology 
(New York, 1958, p. 261). 

38. For a survey of the literature see J. P. Robin- 
son, R. Athanasiou, and К. Head, “Measures of 
Occupational Attitudes and Occupational Charac- 
teristics” (Survey Research Center, University of 
Michigan, February 1969). 

39. See, for example, Benjamin Bloom, Stability 
and Change in Human Characteristics (New York, 
1964). 

40. Note, for example, the class differences in 
child-rearing with respect to the importance of 
obedience. See M. Kohn, “Social Class and Parental 
Values," in R. Coser (ed.), The Family (New York, 
1964); and L. Dolger and J. Ginandes, “Children’s 
Attitudes towards Discipline as Related to Socio- 
economic Status," Journal of Experimental Educa- 
tion, Vol. 15 (1946), pp. 161—165. See also the 
study of differences in child-rearing practices in 
families headed by bureaucrats as opposed to 
entrepreneurs by D. Miller and G. Swanson, The 
Changing American Parent (New York, 1958). 
Also, E. E. Maccoby, P. К. Gibbs, et al., “Methods 
of Child-Rearing in Two Social Classes," in W. E. 
Martin and C. B. Stendler (eds.), Readings in Child 
Development (New York, 1954). While the exis- 
tence of class differences in child-rearing is sup- 
ported by most of the available data (but see H. 
Lewis, "Child-Rearing Among Low-Income Fami- 
lies," in Ferman et al. (eds.), Poverty in America 
(New York, 1961)), the stability of these differ- 
ences over time has been questioned by U. Bron- 
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fenbrenner (“Socialization and Social Class 
through Time and Space,” in Kallenbach and 
Hodges (eds.), Education and Society (Columbus, 
1963)). 

41. See M. Winterbottom, “The Sources of 
Achievement Motivation in Mothers’ Attitudes 
toward Independence Training,” in D. C. McClel- 
land et al., The Achievement Motive (New York, 
1953); and M. Kohn, “Social Class and Parent- 
Child Relationships: An Interpretation,” American 
Journal of Sociology, 68, 1963, pp. 471—480. 

42. See, for example, S. M. Lipset and R. Bendix, 
Social Mobility in Industrial Society (Berkeley, 
1959); and T. Iwand and J. Stoyle, “Social 
Rigidity: Income and Occupational Choice in 
Rural Pennsylvania," Economic and Business Bul- 
letin, Vol. 22 (Spring-Summer 1970), рр. 24—30. 
43. S. Bowes, “Toward an Educational Produc- 
tion Function,” in W. L. Hansen (ed.), Education, 
Income, and Human Capital (New York, 1970). 

44. This view is elaborated in H. Gintis, “Educa- 
tion, Technology, and Worker Productivity,” 
American Economic Association Proceedings, May 
1971, pp. 266—279. For other studies stressing the 
non-cognitive dimensions of the schooling experi- 
see T. Parsons, “The School Class as a Social 
System: Some of its Functions in American 
Society,” Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 29, 
No. 4 (Fall 1959), pp. 297—318; and R. Dreeben, 
On What is Learned in School (Reading, Mass., 
1968). 

45. Those who would defend the "reward excel- 
lence" principle on the grounds of efficient selec- 
tion to ensure the most efficient use of educational 
resources might ask themselves this: why should 
colleges admit those with the highest college 
entrance examination board scores? Why not the 
lowest, or the middle? According to conventional 
standards of efficiency, the rational social objective 
of the college is to render the greatest increment in 
individual capacities ("value added," to the econo- 
mist), not to produce the most illustrious graduat- 


ing class (“gross output”). Yet if incremental gain 
is the objective, it is far from obvious that choosing 
from the top is the best policy. 

46. Some dimensions of this problem are discussed 
in S. Weiss, "Existing Disparities in Public School 
Finance and Proposals for Reform" (research. 
report to the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, No. 
46, February 1970). 

47. Recall that Owen, whose data appear in Table 
3, found that the relationship of various measures 
of teacher quality to the family income level of the 
area served by the schools was considerably higher 
between cities than within cities. 

48. In 1969, federal funds constituted only 7 per- 
cent of the total financing of public elementary 
and secondary schooling. Moreover, current distri- 
bution formulae governing state and federal 
expenditures are only mildly egalitarian in their 
impact. See K. A. Simon and W. V. Grant, Digest 
of Educational Statistics, 1969 (Washington: U.S. 
Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare, 1969). 
49. See S. Bowes, “Contradictions in U.S. Higher 
Education” (mimeo, 1971). 

50. Gintis, “Education, Technology, and Worker 
Productivity," 

51. Consider what would happen to the internal 
discipline of schools if the students’ objective were 
to end up at the bottom of the grade distribution! 
52. The failure of the educational programs of the 
“war on poverty” to raise significantly the incomes 
of the poor is documented in T. I. Ribich, Educa- 
tion and Poverty (Washington, 1969). In the case 
of blacks, dramatic increases in the level of school- 
ing relative to whites have scarcely affected the 
incomes of blacks relative to whites. (R. Weiss, 
“The effects of Education on the Earnings of 
Blacks and Whites," Review of Economics and 
Statistics, May 1970.) It is no wonder that Booker 
T. Washington's plea that blacks should educate 
themselves before demanding equality has lost 
most of its once widespread support. 


6. A Typology for the Classification of Educational Systems 


Many sociologists agree that the most useful 
typology for the classification of educational 
systems is the one developed implicitly by 
Ralph H. Turner in “Contest and Sponsored 
Mobility and the School System.""? А brief 
summary of his typology may be useful. 
Turner assumes that educational systems in 
industrial societies are the main “modes of 
upward social mobility,” and he argues that 
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the distinguishing characteristics of these 
modes are based on folk-norms which are 
pervasive throughout a given host society or 
type of host society. He distinguishes be- 
tween a mode of “sponsorship mobility” 
based on “sponsorship folk-norms” and a 
mode of “contest mobility” based on “соп- 
test folk-norms.” The former is defined as 
one in which 


From Sociology 2 (1968):29—46. Reprinted by permission. 
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... elite recruits are chosen by the estab- 
lished elite or their agents, and elite status is 
given on the basis of some criterion of sup- 
posed merit and cannot be taken by any 
amount of effort or strategy. Upward mobil- 
ity is like entry into a private club, where 
each candidate must be sponsored by one or 
more members. Ultimately, the members 
grant or deny upward.mobility on the basis 
of whether they judge the candidate to have 
the qualities they wish to see in fellow mem- 
bers. 


The latter, “contest mobility,” is defined as 


. .. a system in which elite status is the prize 
in an open contest by some rules of fair 
play, the contestants having wide latitude in 
the strategies they may employ. Since the 
“prize” of successful upward mobility is not 
in the hands of the established elite to give 
out, the latter are not in a position to deter- 
mine who shall attain it and who shall not. 


Since the folk-norms of mobility are said to 
**. .. shape the (educational system) directly 
through (their) effects on the values that 
implement social control . . ." of selection, a 
system based on a mode of sponsorship 
mobility is called a "sponsorship system" of 
education, and one based on a mode of 
contest mobility, a “contest system" of 
education. 

Turner was primarily concerned with dis- 
tinguishing between the educational systems 
of England and the United States, the 
former approximating to a sponsorship sys- 
tem and the latter to a contest system. But 
from his analysis an inference may errone- 
ously be made that educational systems are 
likely to cluster around either the English or 
American pattern. Although some educa- 
tional systems can be distinguished in this 
way, a large number of them cannot mean- 
ingfully be classified in terms of a “sponsor- 
ship-contest" dichotomy. For example, it 
does not allow one to distinguish between 
the systems of the U.S.S.R. and Sweden, 
France and England, Australia and the 
U.S.A. or Canada, Sweden and France, India 
and the U.S.A., etc. Although the dichot- 
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omy is sensitive to many of the ways in 
which the American and English educational 
systems differ, it also tends to over empha- 
size these differences, at least in comparison 
with other societies. However, by separating 
analytically the various dimensions which 
underlie this dichotomy it is possible to con- 
struct an expanded version of Turner's 
typology, and in this way to take account of 
the “deviant” systems. It is also possible to 
show that just as England and the United 
States represent only two special cases of a 
larger variety of societal types, so their 
educational systems represent only two 
special cases in an expanded typology. 


THE EXPANDED TYPOLOGY 


As societies industrialize they develop 
specialized and differentiated systems of 
education. Such systems have three primary 
manifest functions: the selection of children 
with different types and levels of ability; the 
provision of the appropriate type of instruc- 
tion for the various categories of children 
created by the selection process; and the 
eventual allocation of trained personnel 
either directly to occupational roles or to 
agencies which specialize in occupational 
recruitment. Because the last two functions 
are closely linked to the first, the structure 
of educational systems, especially those 
within industrial societies, can be under- 
stood primarily in terms of the structure of 
their selection process. 

Four questions may be asked about the 
selection process: How does educational 
selection occur? When are pupils initially 
selected? Who should be selected? and Why 
should they be selected? Four structural 
properties of an educational system are re- 
flected in the answers to these questions. To 
a large extent, at least in the short run, these 
properties are independent with respect to 
one another. Consequently, with respect to 
these properties, one may conceptualize four 
dimensions along which educational systems 
may vary. A given educational system may 
be located at some point on each dimension. 
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It may also be classified according to its 
simultaneous positions on all four dimen- 
sions. 


(i) The First Dimension: How Does 
Educational Selection Occur? 


Two aspects of the answer to this question 
may be singled out for special attention: the 
degree to which an educational system has a 
centrally administered selection procedure; 
and the degree to which the provision of 
education, especially up to the point of 
initial selection, is standardized for the 
population as a whole. Although these two 
aspects of the total selection process are 
closely related, some systems have a cen- 
trally administered selection procedure and 
an unstandardized educational programme, 
and vice versa. Given centralized administra- 
tion, however, standardization of the educa- 
tional programme is likely to occur. It is 
reasonable, therefore, to think of two polar 
types: one in which the total selection 
process is centrally administered and stan- 
dardized; and the other—its opposite—in 
which the total selection process is decen- 
tralized and unstandardized. 

The position of an educational system on 
the continuum ranging between these two 
polar types is an indication of the degree to 
which the system in question is charac- 
terized by a combination of the following 
More specific properties: a specialized 
department within a national civil service or 
its equivalent which is concerned exclusively 
with problems of education; the inclusion of 
the entire population, or in the case of fairly 
rapid social change an entire cohort, within a 
nationally organized educational pro- 
gramme; and the absence of regional and 
local variations in the application of this 
programme, i.e., with respect to educational 
facilities, quality of instruction, stringency 
of selection procedures, and proportional 
Opportunities for further training despite 
variations in population density and/or 
demand for further training. Again, each of 
these specific properties is closely inter- 


related. But it should be stressed that a given 
system at a given time may be more cen- 
tralized and standardized in some respects 
than in others. 

Educational systems also vary with 
respect to the content of their “ideologies of 
implementation” concerning how selection 
should occur? In this connection, at least 
two types of ideologies of implementation 
can be distinguished: a "sponsorship" ideol- 
ogy and a “contest” ideology. A sponsorship 
ideology specifies: that selection via sponsor- 
ship is necessary in order for the “best” 
people to be selected; that the sponsors are 
qualified “by right” for the task; and that 
they will exercise good judgement in making 
selections. A contest ideology specifies: that 
selection should not be determined through 
a centrally administered procedure but 
through the “natural laws” of a “free mar- 
ket," eg, “survival of the fittest” and 
“supply and demand"; and that the only 
task of central administration is to keep the 
market “free.” 

Societies with a centralized and standard- 
ized selection process tend to have sponsor- 
ship ideologies, e.g., the U.S.S.R., and those 
with a decentralized and unstandardized 
selection process tend to have contest ideol- 
ogies, e.g., the U.S.A.^ At a given period of 
time, however, contest ideologies are found 
in societies with a relatively centralized and 
standardized selection process, as well as in 
those with a relatively decentralized and 
unstandardized process; similarly, sponsor- 
ship ideologies are found in societies of both 
types. Although the evidence suggests that 
systems characterized by  incongruence 
between their ideology and their patterns of 
organization are not rare, they tend to occur 
primarily during times of rapid social 
change. And when a "reasonably" long-term 
time perspective is taken, such systems can 
be seen to develop a congruent association 
between their ideologies and their patterns 
of organization. 

When the likely association between the 
ideology concerning how selection should 
occur and the organizational pattern of how 
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it does occur is taken into account, the two 
polar types of systems, as outlined above, 
may be likened (for purposes of illustration) 
to different types of games. A system with a 
centralized and standardized selection 
process reinforced by a sponsorship ideology 
is similar to a “Talent Show” in which par- 
ticipants display their talent to a panel of 
judges who are assumed to have good judge- 
ment. A system with a decentralized and 
unstandardized selection process reinforced 
by a contest ideology is similar to a “Mili- 
tary Initiative Test” in which soldiers are 
expected to traverse a certain distance with- 
in a limited period of time by using only 
those means which they can acquire after 
the test begins. Both types of systems are 
designed to select winners and both demand 
that the contestants be motivated to win. 
But in the former the winners are likely to 
be selected formally, and relatively less 
importance is likely to be attached to their 
motivation; in the latter, a process analogous 
to natural selection is likely to occur, and a 
premium is likely to be attached to their 
motivation. 

In sum, with respect to this first dimen- 
sion, an approximate and tentative classifica- 
tion of a few educational systems is set out 
in the following table" : 

Educational systems which are similar in 
the degree to which their total selection 
processes are centralized and standardized 
may, however, be different in other ways. 
Therefore, a second classificatory dimension 
must be introduced. 
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(ii) The Second Dimension: When Are Pupils 
Initially Selected? 


Two aspects of the answer to this question 
may also be singled out for special attention: 
the degree to which an educational system is 
formally differentiated into specialized 
routes through which children are selected, 
trained, and guided to their future occupa- 
tional roles; and the degree to which initial 
selection occurs early in the educational 
career.® Since people entering different 
types of occupations require, in part, differ- 
ent types of skills, and since educational 
systems are expected to play an important 
role in the development of such skills, al- 
most all educational systems are likely to be 
characterized by some degree of internal 
differentiation and specialization, at least in 
those phases immediately prior to entry into 
the labour market. The crucial distinction is 
how long before the completion of educa- 
tion have children been formally segregated 
into specialized routes. In other words, only 
one variable need be considered: the degree 
to which an educational system is charac- 
terized by early formal differentiation and 
specialization of routes. And it is again 
reasonable to think of two polar types: one 
characterized by a high degree of early for- 
mal differentiation and specialization; and 
the other—its opposite—by a low degree. 

The higher the degree of early formal 
differentiation and specialization, the greater 
the probability that a “suitable” person will 
be rejected because the selection procedures 


Table 1 
Dimension of the system Degree Classification* 
France 
High Sweden 
U.S.S.R. 
Centralization and W. Germany 
Standardization of the Medium Australia 
Total Selection Process England 
Low U.S.A. 
Canada 


*Intra-cell classifications may not be ranked. 
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which have been used are too “stringent”; 
the lower the degree, the greater the proba- 
bility that an “unsuitable” person will be 
accepted because the selection procedures 
which have been used are too “lenient.” 
Since the probability of the former type of 
error is inversely related to the probability 
of the latter type of error, no system can be 
structured in order to minimize both—at 
least not in the short run, and not with the 
conventional methods of teaching and class- 
room organization.” Of course this state- 
ment is based on two sets of related assump- 
tions: that “suitability” is not fixed at birth 
and is subject to the constraints of experi- 
ence; and that even if “suitability” were 
fixed at birth, the screening devices used at 
the initial selection would be imperfect, and 
the earlier they are used, the greater their 
imperfection. 

Industrial societies and even those 
attempting to industrialize are quite similar 
with respect to the official versions of a 
second component of their ideologies of 
educational implementation, ie., that con- 
cerning when initial selection should occur. 
In general, the official version is that within 
the confines of available economic and other 
resources, all people should have as much 
education as is possible. Ordinarily, there- 
fore, it is to be expected that the greater a 
society’s available resources, the more it is 
likely that a society will have an educational 
system designed to minimize the probability 
of rejecting a "suitable" person, i.e., one 
characterized by a low degree of early for- 
mal differentiation and specialization of 
routes," However, the evidence suggests 
three sets of exceptions to this general ex- 
pectation: societies with approximately 
equal Gross National Products or, more 
importantly, per capita incomes vary with 
respect to the percentage of their available 
resources which they spend on education; 
even if the problem of investment priorities 
in government expenditure is disregarded, 
those societies which spend an approxi- 
mately equal percentage of their resources 
on education vary in their degree of formal 


differentiation and specialization; and the 
degree to which societies have either in- 
creased or decreased the amount of differen- 
tiation and specialization in their educa- 
tional systems is not strongly related to 
changes in either their per capita incomes or 
their expenditures on education. It fol- 
lows that variation in the organization of 
recruitment processes cannot be explained 
only or primarily in terms of available eco- 
nomic resources, and that many societies are 
characterized by incongruence between the 
official versions of their ideologies concern- 
ing when selection should occur and the 
actual organization of their recruitment 
processes. These cases are too numerous and 
have persisted for too long a time to be 
attributed to the effects of rapid social 
change. At least one additional variable must 
be considered.'? 

Although industrial societies are similar 
with respect to the official versions of their 
ideologies concerning when initial selection 
should occur, they vary with respect to the 
less official and more informal versions. With 
respect to the latter, it is possible to distin- 
guish at least two further types of ideologies 
of implementation: an “elitist” ideology and 
an “egalitarian” ideology. An elitist ideology 
specifies, for example: that the maximum 
amount of education for each citizen should 
depend on his future ability to contribute to 
economic productivity; that “intelligence” 
and “educability” are determined primarily 
by hereditary factors such that some people 


-could not possibly benefit from education 


above a given minimum; and that those who 
appear to be bound for elite positions should 
be separated at an early age from those who 
appear to be bound for lower positions so 
that the former gain in their confidence to 
lead and the latter in their willingness to 
follow. This ideology supports the view that 
initial selection should occur as early as pos- 
sible, and that a relatively large number of 
routes should exist. An egalitarian ideology 
specifies, for example: that the maximum 
amount of education is the right of every 
citizen regardless of his future ability to con- 
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tribute to economic productivity; that 
“intelligence” and “educability” are deter- 
mined primarily by environmental factors 
such that with proper instruction all people 
could benefit from a maximum of educa- 
tion; and that those who appear to be bound 
for elite positions should work and play as 
long as possible with those who appear to be 
bound for lower positions so that the former 
will not lose touch with the “common man” 
and the latter will not become overly sub- 
ordinate and lacking in initiative. This ideol- 
ogy supports the view that selection should 
occur as late as possible, and that a relatively 
small number of routes should exist. 

Egalitarian ideologies are found in 
societies with relatively high per capita in- 
comes, e.g., Sweden and the U.S.A., and in 
societies with relatively low ones, e.g., the 
U.S.S.R. prior to its more recent periods of 
rapid economic growth; similarly, elitist 
ideologies are found in societies of both 
types, e.g., England, France, Brazil, and 
Italy. Because the content of such ideol- 
ogies is buttressed by cultural folk norms, it 
changes very slowly, and industrialization 
processes do not have an overriding effect. !5 
Although it is difficult to assign weights to 
each factor, it follows that the degree to 
which an educational system is characterized 
by early formal differentiation and speciali- 
zation of routes is a function of both avail- 
able resources and a less official but more 
pervasive version of its ideology concerning 
when educational selection should occur. 
Consequently, at least with respect to this 
aspect of the recruitment process, close con- 
gruence between the ideology of an educa- 
tional system and its actual pattern of 
organization is not to be expected. 

In sum, with respect to this dimension, an 
approximate and tentative classification of a 
few educational systems is set out in the 
following table: 

Again, educational systems which are 
similar in the degree to which they are char- 
acterized by early formal differentiation and 
specialization of routes may be different, 
not only in the degree to which their total 
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Table 216 


Dimension of the system Degree — Classification* 


France 
High W. Germany 
England 
Early Formal 4 
Differentiation and 3 U.S.S.R." 
Specialization of Medium Australia 
Educational Routes 
U.S.A. 
Low Canada 
Sweden 


*Intra-cell classifications are not ranked. 


selection processes are administratively 
centralized and standardized, but in other 
important respects as well. Therefore, addi- 
tional classificatory dimensions must be 
introduced. 


(iii) The Third and Fourth Dimensions: 
Who Should be Selected? and Why Should 
They be Selected? 


Stratified societies face, among others, the 
following three interrelated systemic prob- 
lems: people in all positions in the various 
hierarchies of power must strive to justify 
their positions both to themselves and to 
others; in order to “rule” effectively and 
efficiently, the elite must strive to maintain 
at least a minimal semblance of allegiance 
and cooperation from less powerful groups; 
and, in order to prevent a successful chal- 
lenge to their power, the elite must be flex- 
ible enough to assimilate potentially able 
leaders from subordinate and competing 
groups. Hence, competition over the distri- 
bution of power is inherent in stratified 
societies, and tension and conflict are inher- 
ent in competition for power. Neither the 
dilemmas themselves nor the resulting ten- 
sion and conflict are ever handled by a 
society with complete success. 

One way in which most stratified soci- 
eties have attempted to cope with such 
dilemmas is to develop fairly explicit ideol- 
ogies which define the types of people 
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whom the society values most highly and 
which justify why more power is given to 
them than to others. These may be called 
“ideologies of legitimization.” Since educa- 
tional systems in stratified industrial 
societies are mechanisms of selection and 
allocation, such societies are likely to have 
explicit ideologies of legitimization concern- 
ing educational selection. These ideologies 
translate questions concerning the distribu- 
tion of power into questions concerning the 
distribution of educational suitability. They 
define who should be selected for higher 
training and explain why some people 
should be rejected when others аге 
selected.!* 

One way in which educational systems 
may be classified, therefore, is according to 
their ideologies of legitimization concerning 
educational selection. Two properties of 
these ideologies warrant special attention. In 
answer to the question “Who should be 
selected?" one can conceptualize a con- 
tinuum ranging between two polar prop- 
erties: the first representing a quality of 
complete universalism; and the second—its 
opposite—representing a quality of complete 
particularism. In answer to the question 
*Why should they be selected?" one can also 
conceptualize a continuum ranging between 
two polar types: the first representing a 
quality of complete collectivism; and the 
second—its opposite—representing a quality 
of complete individualism. Educational 
systems may be classified on each con- 
tinuum. 

The two continua can be combined, 
however, to produce four ideal types of 
ideologies of  legitimization concerning 
educational selection: “aristocratic,” “pater- 
nalistic," “meritocratic,’ and “сотти- 
nistic.” Each ideal type may be defined as 
follows: 


l. Particularistic 


To the extent that pupils should be selected 
primarily on the basis of their diffuse skills 
and only secondarily on the basis of their 


technical skills, such that those with the 
most of the former need have least of the 
latter, the ideology has a “particularistic” 
quality. This assumes that the society has a 
system of ascribed statuses on the basis of 
which certain diffuse skills and ascribed 
characteristics are likely to become un- 
equally distributed. It also assumes that the 
opportunity for learning such skills is strictly 
limited to particular groups and that substi- 
tutes for ascribed characteristics are 
unacceptable.'? 


(a) Aristocratic Ideology: An Individual- 
istic Form of Particularism When particular- 
istic selections are justified to the population 
in terms of the right of those selected to 
privilege on the basis of their diffuse skills 
and ascribed characteristics one may refer to 
the “aristocratic” quality of the ideology. 


(b) Paternalistic Ideology: А Collectiv- 
istic Form of Particularism When particu- 
laristic selections are justified to the popula- 
tion in terms of the society’s “need” for 
people with diffuse skills and certain 
ascribed characteristics in order that the 
society may be led by the most “suitable” 
people, one may refer to the “paternalistic” 
quality of the ideology. 


2. Universalistic 


To the extent that pupils should be selected 
primarily on the basis of their technical skills 
and only secondarily on the basis of their 
diffuse skills, such that those with the most 
of the former need have least of the latter, 
the ideology has a “universalistic” quality. go: 
This assumes that the society does not have 
a system of ascribed statuses on the basis of 
which certain diffuse skills and ascribed 
characteristics are likely to become un- 
equally distributed. It also assumes that 
maximum opportunity is available for such 
skills to be learned.” 


(c) Meritocratic Ideology: An Individual- 
istic Form of Universalism? ' When univer- 
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за ис selections are justified to the popula- 
tion in terms of the right of the selected to 
privilege as a reward for their talents, ambi- 


tion, and technical skills, one may refer to 


the “meritocratic” quality of the ideology. 


(d) Communistic Ideology: A Collectivist 
Form of Universalism When universalistic 
selections are justified to the population in 
terms of the society’s need for the most 
talented, ambitious, and technically quali- 
fied men to be guided to positions of leader- 
ship and responsibility, and for those less 
qualified in these respects to be guided to 
appropriately subordinate positions, one 
may refer to the “communistic” quality of 
the ideology. 

Most industrial societies contain several 
groups of elites with competing ideologies of 
legitimization of educational selection. Con- 
sequently, in order to represent the ideology 
of a given society as accurately as possible, 
the following technique was used: first, a 
paradigm was constructed by considering 
simultaneously the dimensions of universal- 
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ism-particularism and individualism-collec- 
tivism, thereby producing four cells, 
indicating each of the four ideal types of 
ideologies; second, this paradigm was taken 
to be a “grid” on which the ideology of a 
given society could be located by means of a 
“topographical profile”; and, third, the cell 
of the paradigm containing the largest area 
of a profile was used to represent the domi- 
nant ideology of a given society. On this 
basis, an approximate and tentative classifi- 
cation of a few educational systems is set 
out in Figure I. 

The societies classified as similar with 
respect to their ideologies of legitimization 
of educational selection are clearly different 
in many important respects, even aside from 
those already conceptualized as classifying 
dimensions. But these differences will not be 
considered here. 


(iv) Summary 


It is not necessary to integrate the four 
dimensions in terms of a table or figure in 


Why should 
they be 
selected 7 


Universalistic 


Who should be selected? 


Particularistic 


Communistic 


Paternalistic 


Collectivistic 


England 


France 


IQ . Germany 


Individualistic 


wA 


Meritocratic 


Aristocratic 


Figure 1??*Intra-cell classifications may not be ranked. 
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order to show that a general typology of 
educational systems can be constructed. By 
considering each of the dimensions simulta- 
neously, it can be seen quite clearly that 
educational systems which are similar with 
respect to any one dimension may be differ- 
ent with respect to the other three; and 
those which are similar with respect to any 
two or even three dimensions may still be 
different with respect to the fourth. It 
should also be stressed that the educational 
system of the United States, what Turner 
called a “contest system,” has been classified 
here as having a low degree of administrative 
centralization and standardization in its total 
selection process, a low degree of early for- 
mal differentiation and specialization of 
routes, and а "meritocratic" ideology of 
legitimization of selection; and the educa- 
tional systém of England, what Титег called 
a "sponsorship system," has been classified 
as having a medium degree of centralization 
and standardization, a high degree of differ- 
entiation and specialization, and primarily a 
“paternalistic” ideology. These two systems 
represent two special cases in the expanded 
typology outlined above. 


A COMMENT ON THE EDUCATIONAL 
SYSTEM OF THE UNITED STATES 


The evidence suggests that the actual pattern 
of educational selection in the United States 
is not congruent with its meritocratic ideol- 
ogy of legitimization of selection. Certain 
segments of the population are informally 
excluded from the "contest," or at least 
unable to participate on an equal basis. ?* 
Among the many factors responsible for 
their exclusion is that local, community- 
based components of the national educa- 
tional system vary with respect to the 
quality of their educational programme, and 
in the degree to which they encourage stu- 
dents from all social backgrounds to attend 
university. It is likely that if a higher degree 
of administrative centralization and stan- 
dardization were institutionalized in the 
United States, the educational system would 


become more effective and efficient in 
reaching the aims implied by its meritocratic 
ideology.” 

Apparently it is difficult for many Ameri- 
cans to see this point. One reason for their 
difficulty may be that in the United States 
the ideological support for decentralization 
and grass roots control is based on folk- 
norms which define all centralized power as 
detrimental to freedom and universalistic 
practices. In other words, the contest 
ideology in the United States (but not neces- 
sarily elsewhere) is associated with various 
cultural themes which are explicit in their 
disapproval of particularism in selection. 
And partly due to the constraints of a con- 
test ideology in conjunction with these 
additional themes, Americans are led to 
emphasize only those aspects of their system 
which in fact do foster meritocratic selection 
patterns, e.g. "open-gate" colleges and 
universities, delayed career decisions, trans- 
fer to more advantageous routes as late as 
graduate school, etc., but to ignore those 
aspects which hinder such patterns, e.g., 
variations among locally based schools with 
respect to the quality of their educational 
programmes and the degree to which they 
encourage all students to aspire to higher 
education. 

Of course this is not a static situation. 
One of the inherent contradictions of a con- 
test ideology within an industrial society is 
that in order to maintain the desired "free 
market" for talent, a society is compelled to 
become more centralized in the administra- 
tion of its total selection process. For 
example, it may have to accept the fact that 
in order to provide “equal educational 
opportunity for all” it must insure that the 
family environments of certain children do 
not retard their educability, or that those 
children whose educability has been retarded 
prior to their entering formal education will 
receive “positive discrimination.” Since 
locally based administrations are unlikely to 
have the funds and the skills for such activ- 
ities, the task tends to fall to the central 
agencies. In addition, the gradual emergence 
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of a national elite in the United States 
favours the development of a sponsorship 
ideology of implementation. But some of 
the current patterns of conflict between 
local and national elites, and the current 
debates concerning Federal vs. State control 
suggest that these processes are neither rapid 
nor inevitable.?” 


SOME POSSIBLE APPLICATIONS OF THE 
EXPANDED TYPOLOGY 


It may be possible to demonstrate that by 
classifying educational systems in the four 
dimensional typology one thereby acquires 
greater analytical power with respect to the 
understanding of how these systems work 
and of how they relate to their host soci- 
eties. It is beyond the scope of this article to 
consider this task in detail. But several 
possible applications may be mentioned. 

The comparative study of education has 
consisted, for the most part, of making de- 
tailed descriptions of educational systems in 
society after society. Although it is now 
clear that considerable variation exists in the 
structure of educational systems, even 
among societies at similar levels of industrial 
development, it is quite easy to become 
overwhelmed by this glut of “facts.” This is 
especially so when a researcher begins to 
study a system for which there is abundarit 
documentation. By highlighting some of the 
more important structural dimensions along 
which educational systems may vary, and, 
thereby, drawing attention to their more 
important similarities and differences, a 
typology for the classification of educational 
systems is a useful aid for the organization 
and interpretation of the wealth of available 
data.?* 

Secondly, it is often illuminating to 
analyse societies as though they were social 
systems, to conceptualize certain of their 
institutions as though they were sub- 
systems, and to treat these sub-systems as 
variables within the constructed social sys- 
tem. This enables a researcher to formulate 
propositions concerning relationships among 
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the variables, e.g., the effects of variation in 
the structure of an economic sub-system on 
variation in the structure of an educational 
sub-system, with reference both to one 
society over time and to many societies at a 
given point in time or over time. This 
approach also draws attention to the fact 
that a society may not have a national 
educational system except in the most 
nominal sense, and that it may have several 
educational systems in a more concrete 
sense. To conceptualize educational institu- 
tions as a sub-system, however, demands 
that its defining dimensions be specified and, 
if at all possible, calibrated. Such a task is 
facilitated by thinking of educational 
systems in terms of their location in the 
above typology.” 

Thirdly, the dimensions of the typology 
might be taken as guidelines for the study of 
the ways in which an educational system 
changes. Further, the dimensions can be 
treated as patterns towards which systems 
may be likely to converge as a result of 
industrialization processes. For example, a 
question which might be asked in this con- 
nection is *What is the relationship between 
the level and trajectory of industrial develop- 
ment and the degree of centralization and 
standardization of educational selection, or 
the content of ideologies of legitimiza- 
tion??? 

Fourthly, it would be of interest to study 
the effects of variations in the structure of 
educational systems on the structure of their 
educational routes. It would be helpful to 
know the pattern of interpersonal experi- 
ences and situations which are characteristic 
of each route within a given system, and 
how the structure of the system affects this 
pattern. For example, two questions which 
might be asked in this connection are as 
follows: *Are educational systems which 
share a given location in the typology similar 
with respect to the ways in which they cope 
with the problem of making ambition 
commensurate with assessed achievement 
potential?" and “How do educational sys- 
tems use their formal routes to regulate the 
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anticipatory socialization of different cate- 
gories of students?”*! 

Finally, studies could be made of the 
effects of variation in the structure of educa- 
tional systems and of the routes within any 
given system on a range of personality char- 
acteristics. For example, it is possible to 
reformulate for a wider variety of systems 
Turner's hypothesis that upward mobility 
through the English educational system has a 
lower propensity for creating anxiety among 
the upwardly mobile than does upward 
mobility through the American educational 
system.” A further question which might 
be asked in this connection is “What is the 
relationship between the educational route 
taken by parents and the level of ambition 
of their children, within various types of 
educational systems?" 

In conclusion, a proviso must be entered. 
If more detailed knowledge indicates that 
the educational systems considered here 
have been classified incorrectly, then they. 
should be reclassified. Indeed, classification 
as such is not the main point of this article. 
Rather, the typology has been presented as a 
heuristic device, and as a preliminary step to 
more narrowly focused research. If the 
typology fails to generate such research, 
then it should be altered or. discarded. 


NOTES 


l. For their comments on earlier drafts of this 
article, I am indebted to: Eric G. Dunning (Depart- 
ment of Sociology, University of Leicester), John 
MacDonald (Department of Manpower, Canadian 
Government), R. L. Rowland (Peterhouse) and F. 
Birtek (St. Catherine's). 
2. This article first appeared in Amer. Sociol. R., 
1960, 855-867; some of its themes were later 
developed in The Social Context of Ambition, San 
Francisco, Chandler Press, 1964. For an example 
of an overly simple typology, see Louis V. Bone, 
Sociological Framework for a Comparative Study 
of Education Systems,” Education Review, 1960, 
121—126; for a lengthy list of imaginative ques- 
tions and topics concerning education in any 
Society, see Jules Henry, “Cross-cultural Outline of 
Башор Current Anthropology, 1960, 267— 
3. This is only one component of an educational 
System's ideology of implementation. A second 
component will be considered in due course. Other 


researchers have preferred the term “те од- 
ideology,” e.g., see John W. Thompson, “Method 
Ideology and Educational Ideologies,” Educational 
Theory, 1962, 110—117. 

4. For evidence concerning these two examples, 
see the Unesco Series “The Development of Higher 
Education," especially Access to Higher Education, 
vol. II, 1965. See also 1. N. Thut and Don Adams, 
Educational Patterns in Contemporary Societies, 
London, McGraw-Hill, 1964, especially the biblio- 
graphical references in the appropriate chapters. 

5. Thut and Adams, ibid. They do not discuss this 
relationship explicitly, but they provide sufficient 
data to justify the inference. Further, and this is 
often overlooked by students of comparative 
education, contest ideologies are found in societies 
with a high degree of status rigidity in their 
stratification systems, e.g., possibly India, and in 
societies where stratification systems show a rela- 
tively low degree, e.g., the U.S.A.; similarly, spon- 
sorship ideologies are found in societies of both 
types, e.g, France and the U.S.S.R. See W. D. 
Halls, Society, Schools and Progress in France, 
London, Pergamon Press, 1965, and Brian Holmes, 
Problems in Education: A Comparative Approach, 
London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965. 

6. This relationship reflects two constraints: the 
degree to which а society’ total selection 
process is centralized and standardized, and the 
content of a society's ideology concerning how 
educational selection should occur are likely to be 
mutually reinforcing; and both properties are likely 
to be influenced in a mutually consistent way by 
industrialization processes, especially with respect 
to political and economic centralization. It is 
impossible to treat here the problems of why a 
system has a given degree of centralization and 
standardization and a given type of ideology. For a 
brief discussion of the effects of industrial; 
on each of these properties and on the associa 
between them, see E. С. Dunning and Е. I. Hopper, 
"Industrialization and the Problem of Conver- 
gence: A Critical Note," Sociological Review, 
1966, 163—186. 

7. It is impossible to provide here a complete 
bibliography of the material used to make these 
and later classifications. A cursory glance at any 
recent textbook in the comparative study of educa- 
tion will provide a useful starting point into the 
literature; especially useful in this connection is I. 
N. Thut and Don Adams, Educational Patterns in 
Contemporary Societies, op. cit. І have also found 
useful the bibliographical and statistical informa- 
tion on education provided by the London embas- 
sies of various countries. In addition, see Jean 
Floud and A. H. Halsey, “Тће Sociology of Educa- 
tion," Current Sociology, 7, 1958; Burton R. 
Clark, “Тһе Sociology of Education," pp. 734— 
769, in R. E. L. Faris (ed.), Handbook of Modern 
Sociology, Chicago, Rand McNally and Co., 1964; 
A. H. Halsey, Jean Floud, and C. Arnold Anderson 
(eds.), Education, Economy and Society, New York, 
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1961; E. A. G. Rob- 
inson and J. E. Vaizey (eds. The Economics 
of Education, London, Macmillan, 1966; and the 
Unesco Series, *The Development of Higher Edu- 
cation," 1965. 
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8. Educational routes are in fact likely to be 
ranked by prestige in terms of two criteria: the 
subsequent economic and prestige positions of 
those who use them; and the economic and pres- 
tige positions of the teachers and administrators 
associated with them. Because students are indeter- 
minate with respect to stratification, it does not 
seem appropriate to speak of vertically ranked 
educational routes. Furthermore, since there is not 
a perfect association either between educational 
routes and subsequent adult statuses or between 
parental statuses and the child’s educational route, 
it is misleading to think of educational routes as 
themselves being a vertical dimension of stratifica- 
tion. Of course some aspects of the routes may be 
considered in terms of their prestige connotations 
after a person takes his adult statuses, e.g., gradua- 
tion from Cambridge rather than from London or 
Sheffield, and graduation from Harvard rather than 
from Missouri. For a slightly contrary view, see G. 
Elder, Jr., “Life Opportunities and Personality: 
Some Consequences of Stratified Secondary Edu- 
cation in Great Britain,” Sociology of Education, 
1965, 173—202. 

9. It has often been suggested that, in part, so long 
as selection decisions are not completely determi- 
nate, this problem does not arise. However, in most 
Societies where initial selection occurs formally at 
an early age, but where theoretically a person may 
Switch at a later date from a less promising route to 
a more promising one, and vice versa, the evidence 
shows that although many initial selection errors 
are made, extremely few moves actually occur. 
This is one reason why the formality of differentia- 
tion and specialization of routes is so important, 
ie, when the routes are informally structured, 
movement is more likely to occur. However, in the 
conceptualization of this dimension, there are 
insufficient data to determine the relative weight 
which should be given to “formality.” For a discus- 
sion of some aspects of this problem with special 
reference to England, see J. W. B. Douglas, The 
Home and the School, London, MacGibbon and 
Kee, 1964. 

10. For evidence to this effect see, for example, 
the Unesco Series, “The Development of Higher 
Education," 1965. 

11. Many researchers have tried to explain the 
amount of differentiation and specialization of a 
given system in terms of the wealth of the host 
Society. (For example, see Richard F. Tomasson, 
“From Elitism to Egalitarianism in Swedish educa- 
tion," Sociology of Education, 1965, 203—223.) 
Two sociologists have even drawn an analogy to 
the decision which a researcher must make in the 
selection of a probability level in order to test an 
hypothesis. In statistics, the rejection of a “true” 
hypothesis is called a Type I Error; and the accep- 
tance of a “false” hypothesis, a Type II Error. The 
probability of making a Type I Error is inversely 
related to the probability of making a Type II 
Error. A researcher selects his probability level on 
the basis of the relative costs of making one type 
of error rather than the other. Similarly, an educa- 
tional system may be classified in terms of the 
probability that it will make a Type I Error with 
respect to selection—rejecting a "suitable" person 
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by using overly "stringent" selection procedures— 
or that it will make a Type II Error with respect to 
selection—accepting an "unsuitable" person by 
using overly “lenient” selection procedures. The 
degree to which an educational system is charac- 
terized by early formal differentiation and speciali- 
zation of routes reflects, in part, a society's deci- 
sion on the relative costs of wasting “natural 
talent" and saving current resources as opposed to 
saving “natural talent" and wasting current re- 
sources. (See A. W. Cicourel and J. I. Kitsuse, The 
Educational Decision Makers, Indianapolis, Bobbs- 
Merrill, 1963.) Of course, in addition to the argu- 
ment set out in the text of this article, it should be 
stressed that the evidence does not fully support 
their analogy. A low degree of early formal differ- 
entiation and specialization may be as effective and 
efficient as a high degree in so far as those initially 
rejected are likely to be depreciated in value to the 
economy, and those initially selected may not be 
sufficiently appreciated to offset the loss. 

12. John Vaizey, The Economics of Education, 
London, Faber and Faber, 1962; Vaizey and Robin- 
son, op. cit; and the Committee on Higher 
Education, Higher Education, Appendix Five, 
Higher Education in Other Countries, London, 
H.M.S.O., 1965. See also Thut and Adams, op. cit. 
13. As mentioned previously, this article is not the 
place for a discussion of why any given system has 
a given set of properties. But blatant incongruence 
between ideology and pattern of organization is so 
interesting that it warrants a brief comment. 

14. Ofcourse the evidence concerning these pointsis 
not what one would wish. But reasonable inferences 
can be made from the following sources or from 
bibliographical material to which they refer. With 
respect to England and the United States, see: 
Douglas Pidgeon, “Education and the Concept of 
Intelligence,” unpub. manuscript available from 
the National Foundation for Educational Research 
in England and Wales, 1966; Turner, op. cit.; J. 
Stuart Maclure (ed.), Educational Documents: 
England and Wales 1816—1963, London, Chapman 
and Hall, 1965; and Robert O, Hahn and David B, 
Bidna (eds.), Secondary Education, Origins and 
Directions, London, Collier-MacMillan, 1965. With 
respect to other countries which, by way of illus- 
tration, have been classified in the text: Tomasson, 
op. cit.; Marvin Farber (ed.), The Philosophy of 
Education in France and the United States, Buf- 
falo, University of Buffalo Press; Halls, op. cit.; 
Grace Richards Conant, “West German Education 
in Transition; German Textbooks and the Nazi 
Past," Saturday Review, 20 July 1963, 52—53; 
Richard Plant, “West German Education in Transi- 
tion,” Saturday Review, 20 July 1963, 49—51 and 
62—63; E. J. King (ed.), Communist Education, 
Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill, 1963; Bringing Soviet 
Schools Still Closer to Life, London, Soviet Book- 
lets, 1958; James S. Coleman (ed.), Education and 
Political Development, Princeton University Press, 
1965; John Porter, The Vertical Mosaic: An 
Analysis of Social Class and Power in Canada, 
Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1965; Peter 
Coleman (ed.), Australian Civilization, Melbourne, 
F. W. Cheshire, 1962; and Vernon Mallinson, Ап 
Introduction to the Study of Comparative Educa- 
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tion, London, Heinemann Educational Books, 
Ltd., 1961. 

15. For a discussion of folk-norms, see Turner, op. 
cit. 

16. For evidence in support of these classifica- 
tions, see references 5, 7, and 14, especially with 
respect to the bibliographies contained in the 
books and articles mentioned. 

17. A difficult problem is illustrated by classifying 
the U.S.S.R. as “Medium” and, for example, 
England as “High.” On the one hand, England is 
less differentiated and specialized than the 
U.S.S.R., but, on the other, the U.S.S.R. is 
thoroughly comprehensive up to the age of 15+. 
What are the relative weights to be assigned to the 
degree of formal differentiation and specialization 
of routes as opposed to the age at which these 
rOutes begin? In this case more weight has been 
assigned to age, but this should not be taken as a 
rule. 

18. The greater the degree of status rigidity in the 
stratification system of a given society, the more is 
it likely that these systemic problems will be 
severe, and the society will have an explicit ideol- 
ogy with respect to the distribution of power; 
Similarly, the more is it likely that the educational 
system in such a society will have an explicit ideol- 
ogy of legitimization of educational selection. 
However, it should be stressed that even though a 
Society with a decentralized and unstandardized 
selection process is likely to have an ideology 
which specifies that selection should not be cen- 
trally administered, it still must define the types of 
people it values most highly and explain why these 
people are selected when others are rejected. Of 
Course, it should also be stressed that the greater 
the status rigidity, the more likely that a society's 
ideology will have “paternalistic” and/or “aristo- 
cratic" qualities. 

19. “Technical and diffuse skills” are discussed by 
D. Lockwood, “Social Mobility," pp. 501—520, in 
A. J. Welford, Michael Argyle, D. V. Glass, and J. 
N. Morris (eds.), Society: Problems and Methods of 
Study, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., 
1962. Although for some occupations a diffuse 
Skill may actually be the main task requirement, 
e.g», Salesmanship, and although most diffuse skills 
can be learned if the opportunity were available, 
€.g., table manners, the main point is that diffuse 
Skills tend to be unequally distributed through the 
Stratification system. To the extent that they have 
to be learned intentionally, for example, while on 
the job or after childhood has passed, the task 
becomes time consuming and arduous, and seldom 
completely successful. 

20. Selection processes within complex educa- 
tional systems are likely to have a partially infor- 
mal character, no matter how centralized their 
administration. Particularism of sort is likely to be 
associated with informality. For example, when 
there are “ties” for a limited number of places in 
higher levels of training, those responsible for selec- 
tion must often rely on such informal and partic- 
ularistic devices as personal knowledge of a candi- 
date's preparatory institution, his teachers, his 
family background, the amount of emotional 
Support his family are likely to provide for higher 


education, etc. In addition such factors as intelli- 
gence, motivation, and technical skills are never 
likely to be sufficient criteria for selection in any 
bureaucratically organized system. One must have 
the qualities of, for example, **psychological stabil- 
ity" and “good citizenship." Such qualities are 
difficult to assess, and they are impossible to assess 
in a value-free manner. Particularism in terms of 
middle class culture is almost certain to charac- 
terize such assessments. But these forms of particu- 
larism are likely to exist even in a society with 
meritocratic or communistic ideologies of selec- 
tion. They should not be confused with the ex- 
plicit ideology of particularistic selection as 
defined in the text. 

21. For example, although compared to England, 
the United States has a less distinctive system of 
ascribed characteristics and a more equal distribu- 
tion of diffuse skills, nonetheless, opportunities for 
acquiring such skills at a relatively early age, prior 
to initial selection, are being instituted in the 
United States, e.g., programmes for Negroes to 
learn to speak “middle class English”; programmes 
to teach working class boys various skills in order 
to free them from “production oriented” jobs; 
courses in “etiquette” and ballroom dancing in the 
schools, etc. Such programmes are also becoming 
available to adults (division of Adults and Voca- 
tional Research of the United States Office of 
Education, which administers the Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1963). 

22. For a more detailed discussion of various 
aspects of meritocratic ideology, see Michael 
Young, The Rise of Meritocracy, Penguin, Har- 
mondsworth, 1961. 

23. Two problems in the identification of an ideol- 
ogy of legitimization of educational selection (as 
well as of the ideologies of implementation dis- 
cussed above) demand arbitrary solutions: how to 
determine the content of the ideology, and how to 
determine the dominant ideology. Because there 
are no studies directly concerned with this type of 
ideology, one must depend on various kinds of 
public and official statements. Although they do 
not always indicate the ideologies of the majority, 
they are a reasonable indication of the ideologies 
of those with power. Some of the most useful 
statements are official legislation pertaining to 
education, speeches by government and civil ser- 
vice officials, government sponsored reports, the 
public statements by officials of such institutions 
as universities or well known secondary schools, 
statements by local interest groups, such as 
“Adults for...," and newspaper editorials. When 
there is no a priori evidence for the existence of 
competing ideologies, the ideology of the domi- 
nant group is taken as the dominant ideology; 
when, as is usually the case, competing ideologies 
do exist, the ideology of the dominant group is 
again taken as dominant; but when there are com- 
peting ideologies within the dominant group itself, 
it is necessary to construct some sort of profile 
which represents the proportions of the group 
holding different ideologies and the relative distri- 
bution of power among the competing factions. 
Obviously, this is a very difficult problem, for 
which there is very little evidence. Therefore, 1 
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have attempted to construct very approximate рго- 
files on the basis of the kind of information men- 
tioned above. These are admittedly preliminary 
and, in part, arbitrary. For further material con- 
cerning ideologies of legitimization of educational 
selection, see the literature listed in reference 14. 
For a general discussion of testing for “ability” and 
of ideology, see David A. Goslin, The Search for 
Ability: Standardised Testing in Social Perspective, 
New York, John Wiley and Sons, 1963; see also 
Thompson, op. cit. 

24, For example, with respect to the Lower Social 
Class as opposed to the Middle Social Class, 
Negroes as opposed to Whites, the South as 
opposed to the North, and Rural areas as opposed 
to Urban areas, see Seymour Martin Lipset and 
Reinhard Bendix, Social Mobility in Industrial 
Society, London, William Heinemann, Ltd., 1959, 
and James B. Conant, The American High School 
Today, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1959, and Slum 
and Suburbs, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1964. 

25. A similar point has been made by Cicourel and 
Kitsuse, op. cit. 

26. This contrasts, for example, with the German 
philosophical traditions which define centralization 
as a possible, indeed, as a likely source of freedom 
for individuals against the whims of minority 
groups. Of course it is the structural dilemma of 
maintaining both freedom and equality which is at 
the root of these differences. And it is this 
dilemma which Turner overlooks when he im- 
plicitly equates a centralized and standardized 
selection process with a “paternalistic” ideology of 
legitimization, an “elitist” ideology of implementa- 
tion, and a reduction of equality of educational 
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opportunity; and a decentralized and unstan- 
dardized selection process with a “meritocratic” 
ideology of legitimization, an “egalitarian” ideol- 
ogy of implementation, and a maximization of 
equality of opportunity. 

27. Dunning and Hopper, op. cit. 

28. This point was made recently by A. Tropp, 
“The Social Functions of Educational Systems,” 
Social and Economic Studies, 1966, 1—7; see also 
the remarks about “butterfly-collecting” іп 
Edmund Leach, Rethinking Anthropology, Lon- 
don, London School of Economics Monographs on 
Social Anthropology, 1961. 

29. For a further discussion of this approach, see 
E. I. Hopper and E. С. Dunning, “Some Prelimi- 
nary Methodological and Conceptual Notes on 
Industrialization and the Problem of Conver- 
gence,” unpub. manuscript, prepared for the Study 
Group on Economy and Sociology, 6th World Con- 
gress of Sociology, Evian, 1966. 

30. See Dunning and Hopper, op. cit., and Hopper 
and Dunning, ibid. With special reference to Japan 
see Herbert Passin, Society and Education in 
Japan, Bureau of Publications, Teachers College 
and East Asian Institute, Columbia University, 
1965; and Marius B. Jansen and Lawrence Stone, 
“Education and Modernization in Japan and 
England,” Comparative Studies in Society and 
History, 1967, No 2. 

31. This problem is implied by Elder, op. cit. See 
also Burton R, Clark, “The ‘Cooling-out’ Function 
in Higher Education,” Amer, Јошт. of Sociol. 
1960, 569-76. 

32. Turner, op. cit, 


EDUCATION AND 
SOCIAL SELECTION 


Educational institutions play an important part in most societies as agents of social control, 
cultural change, and, not least, social selection.’ We turn in Part II to social selection and have 
chosen chapters that cover a series of problems overlapping with and intermediate between 
those covered in Part I, “Education and Social Structure,” and those that appear in Part V, 
“Cultural Reproduction and the Transmission of Knowledge.” Discussion of social structure 
in effect defines the aims and constraints that mold educational institutions. In Part V we 
are concerned with the aims and constraints at the cultural level and, as will be seen, we put 
special emphasis on the character of the social relationships through which cultural and 
symbolic capital is transmitted. In this section, however, our primary concern is to identify 
how social structure and, more particularly, the structure of class relations affect the role of 
educational institutions as agents of social selection. 

One of the classics of the literature on the relation between education and stratification is 
Max Weber’s typology of educational systems, which is based on the idea that the structure of 
domination defines the ends and therefore the criteria of selection.? The empirical discussion 
of trends toward meritocracy in Halsey’s Chapter 7 (below) refers back to Weber’s generaliza- 
tion that modern societies have conflicting definitions of education in terms of the “cultivated 
man” and the newer concept of the specialized “expert.” Alternatively, social selection 
through education can be related to the trend towards increased universalism that Blau and 
Duncan postulate and from which they infer a trend from ascription to achievement in 
Socially selective processes.” Here the underlying theoretical issues involve distinctions 
between the openness or fluidity of a society and what, in older literature, used to be called 
interchange between the classes. The former, experience suggests, may be realized through the 
relative expansion of professional and technical occupations accompanying economic growth. 
It may also, and often has in industrializing periods, come about through an inverse 


1. Cf. Bill Williamson, “Continuities and Discontinuities in the Sociology of Education,” in Educability, 
Schools and Ideology edited by Michael Flude and John Ahier (London: Croom Helm, 1974), р. 3. — 

2. Max Weber, “The Rationalization of Education and Training,” in From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, 
edited by Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946), pp. 240—244. 

3. Peter M. Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan, The American Occupational Structure (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 1967). 
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correlation of fertility with occupational status. But in the strictest sense fluidity may be held 
to refer to changes in the opportunity structure between children of different social origins 
independent of changes in the demographic and occupational structure of the society as a 
whole. It is logically possible for a society to display more upward mobility while at the same 
time class or racial inequalities of opportunity become more unequal. 

The sociology of education has, during the past fifteen years, done much to advance 
understanding of the relationship between education and social mobility, but a number of 
critics have recently come forward to question whether a continuation of the discipline's 
traditional concern with this issue can be justified. One school of thought, that of the 
ethnomethodologically and phenomenologically oriented *new" sociology of education, 
argues that the problem of educational selection has already been over-studied and that 
researchers would more profitably expend their time and energy in examining the content of 
the educational process. This perspective has already been discussed in our Introduction. 
Another viewpoint, whose roots extend in America from George S. Counts^ to New Left 
conflict theorists and in Britain from R.H. Tawney to the recent work of Byrne, Williamson, 
and Fletcher," is marked by an increasing concern with equality rather than equality of op- 
portunity and with substantive equality of outcomes rather than formal equality of access to 
privileged forms of education. 

This radical strain of thought in educational research has subjected the liberal conception 
of equality of opportunity to sustained socialist criticism. The classic sources of this critique 
are R.H. Tawney's Equality and Michael Young's The Rise of the Meritocracy—two works 
that have exerted a wide influence on radical thinkers in the sociology of education.® Yet 
however critical egalitarians may be toward the traditional preoccupation of educational 
researchers with social mobility and educational selection, most of them nonetheless call for 
more rather than fewer studies of the connections between education and social class. 
Williamson, an articulate contemporary proponent of this view, argues that studies which 
recognize the "structural force" of class are needed “not only to understand inequality but 
also to cast some light on what in retrospect seems to be the rather affluent question of what 
itis which governs the selection and transmission of educational knowledge."? 

An outstanding recent example of research focusing on the relationship between education 
and class structure is Williamson's own study, conducted in collaboration with Byrne and 
Fletcher, on the political economy of educational provision.* In the United States, Jencks's 
Inequality, though hardly a structural analysis of social class, provides systematic empirical 
evidence about individuals on the question of education and social stratification. Raymond 
Boudon, a French sociologist, is concerned with essentially the same analytic problem that 
interests Jencks—how it is that educational inequality can decline while opportunities for social 


4. George S. Counts, The Selective Character of American Secondary Education (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1922); The Social Composition of Boards of Education (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1927); School and Society in Chicago (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1928). 

5. David Byrne, Bill Williamson, and Barbara Fletcher, The Poverty of Education: A Study in the Politics 
of Opportunity (London: Martin Robertson, 1975). 

6. К.Н. Tawney, Equality (London: Allen and Unwin, 1931; rev. ed., 1964); Michael Young, The Rise of 
the Meritocracy (London: Thames and Hudson, 1958). 

7. Williamson, op cit., pp. 11—12. In this same article, Williamson also recommends more historical studies 
of the nexus between education and social class so as to provide a means of assessing “the effect on 
education of different social groups with different degrees of effective social power" (p. 11). For 
Williamson, as for many other radical scholars, studies of educational provision are also inquiries into the 
politics of education. 

8. Byrne et al., op. cit. 
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mobility remain stable. But Boudon’s approach to the problem is quite different from 
Jencks’s, for instead of relying on direct empirical evidence for individuals he constructs a 
formal model of education and mobility that incorporates structural elements (Chapter 8). 
The object of his argument is to explain how an increase in educational equality can bring 
about a decrease in what he calls social opportunity.? Despite the pessimism about educa- 
tional reform that accompanies Boudon’s argument, we would ourselves, while repeating our 
insistence on the limitations of educational reform as an instrument in the establishment of an 
egalitarian society, also repeat the warning proffered in our Introduction in reference to 
Jencks: that we must guard against the substitution of a myth of impotence for the previous 
prevailing belief in education as a cure for all social ills. 

A more traditional approach to the problem of education and social stratification—and the 
one that has historically dominated research in this field—is visible in Sewell and Shah’s 
careful empirical analysis of socioeconomic status (SES), measured ability, and the attainment 
of higher education (Chapter 9). This approach, which we referred to in our Introduction as 
“methodological empiricism,” has made a vital contribution to the sociology of education and 
has advanced impressively in the last decade. These advances have consisted primarily in 
refinements in measurement techniques, and among the most significant of these new 
techniques has been the development of path analysis.'? What path analysis does is provide a 
means of estimating the direct and indirect effects of independent variables in a causal 
sequence and of assessing their relative influence on dependent variables. In Chapter 9, Sewell 
and Shah use this technique with particular rigor and demonstrate that SES exerts an 
influence independent of measured intelligence on both college entrance and college 
graduation. For men, intelligence seems to be a more important influence than SES, while for 
women, social origins seem to play the larger role. But in either case, the empirical evidence 
shows that the meritocratic principles to which Sewell and Shah adhere are violated 
throughout the process of selection in higher education. 

The sophisticated statistical techniques with which methodological empiricism is generally 
associated are not, of course, its exclusive property. Radical researchers, many of them 
working within the framework of a conflict theory of educational stratification, have also 
used quantitative methods in their analyses of education and class structure. Bowles and 
Gintis, a pair of neo-Marxist economists whose research makes frequent use of mathematical 
techniques, use regression analysis in an attempt to cast light on a problem that has 
bedeviled social science in recent years—the role of I.Q. in the reproduction of social 
inequality. Their conclusion, following a series of analyses that control for social background 
and educational attainment, is that I.Q. has almost no independent effect on adult economic 
success. This argument, it should be noted, addresses itself not to the heredity-environment 
controversy, but rather to the role of I.Q. in the reproduction of the hierarchical division of 


9. For an elaboration of Boudon's model that draws extensively upon OECD data for advanced capitalist 
countries, see Raymond Boudon, Education, Opportunity, and Social Inequality (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 1974). у 4 
10. For ап especially lucid discussion of path analysis, see Otis Dudley Duncan, “Path Analysis: Socio- 
logical Examples,” American Journal of Sociology 72 (July 1966):1–16. џ 

11. The ideological impulse behind Sewell’s research, evident in his presidential address to the American 
Sociological Association in 1971 (reprinted in American Sociological Review 36 (October 1971): 793- 
809), is that of a deep commitment to the liberal ideal of equality of opportunity. But there is nothing 
inherent in methodological empiricism that commits it to a particular set of political ideals. In Great 
Britain, the tradition of “political arithmetic" has been closely linked to a socialist critique of the existing 
educational inequality. For a discussion of British political arithmetic that attributes its “pragmatism” toa 
close relationship between sociologists and political decision-makers, see Williamson, op. cit., p. 7. 
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labor.!? In Bowles and Gintis's view, I.Q., far from being a shorthand for rare and sorely 
needed cognitive skills, is actually the cornerstone of a technocratic-meritocratic ideology 
that serves to legitimate glaring social inequalities. 

Another conflict analysis of the role of educational institutions in reproducing social 
inequality from generation to generation is Karabel’s investigation of submerged class conflict 
in American community colleges (Chapter 11). A revisionist account that brings into question 
the widespread belief that the expansion of community colleges has been a force for “детос- 
ratization” of American higher education, Karabel’s article argues that the growth of 
two-year public colleges has had the effect of extending a class-based tracking system. In 
addition to describing the position of community colleges within the structure of educational 
and social stratification, Karabel also attempts to analyze the social and political forces that 
have shaped them. One movement analyzed in particular in Chapter 11 is the effort by a 
national educational planning elite to expand tracking within two-year public colleges by 
expanding enrollment in vocational education. 

Dobson’s analysis of inequality of opportunity in Soviet higher education, published for 
the first time here (Chapter 12), makes clear that the role of educational institutions as agents 
of class reproduction is not limited to the capitalist countries of the West. Relying primarily 
on original data collected by Soviet sources, Dobson demonstrates that social background 
remains a significant independent factor in determining who will survive the rigorous process 
of educational selection in the Soviet Union. The data, though somewhat fragmentary, clearly 
show a pattern of class-linked tracking in Soviet higher education. Yet despite the numerous 
similarities between the Soviet system of higher education and its Western counterparts, the 
evidence seems to suggest that there is considerably less inequality of access to higher 
education in the U.S.S.R. than in the capitalist countries of Western Europe. The United 
States, however, seems to show a pattern of access quite similar to that of the Soviet Union. 

Torsten Низеп, a sociologist whose meticulous studies of education and social stratification 
are representative of the radical tradition in methodological empiricism, has for thirty years 
been intimately involved in the struggle for educational change in the showcase of social 
democracy—his native country of Sweden.!? A long-time advocate of structural reforms 
designed to build a more egalitarian educational system, Husén argues in Chapter 13 that the 
replacement of traditional European selective secondary schools by comprehensive institu- 
tions does not threaten standards of academic performance. Citing data gathered by the 
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, Husén shows that 
the standard of the elite in mathematics and science in comprehensive systems is comparable 
to that of the elite in selective systems. Whether this pattern would hold in areas other than 
mathematics and science cannot be determined on the basis of the evidence Husén presents. 


12. See Arthur R. Jensen, Educability and Group Differences (London: Methuen, 1973); Richard J. 
Herrnstein, /.Q. in the Meritocracy (Boston: Atlantic Press, 1973); Christopher Jencks et al., Inequality: A 
Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America (New York: Basic Books, 1972); Michael 
Young and J. Gibson, "In Search of an Explanation of Social Mobility,” British Journal of Statistical 
Psychology 16 (1963): 27-36; Cyril Burt, “Intelligence and Social Mobility,” British Journal of Statistical 
Psychology 14 (1961): 3—25; J. Gibson, “Biological Aspects of a High Socioeconomic Group: 1.0., 
Education and Social Mobility,” Journal of Biosocial Science 2 (1970): 1-16; A.H. Halsey, ‘Genetic Social 
Structure and Intelligence,” British Journal of Sociology 9 (1958): 15-28; Richard J. Light and Paul V. 
Smith, “Social Allocation Models of Intelligence: A Methodological Inquiry,” Harvard Educational Review 
39 (1969): 484-510. For a devastating attack on the quality of the data adduced to support the argument 
that І.О. is inherited, see Leon J. Kamin, The Science and Politics of І.О. (Potomac, Md.: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates, 1974). 

13. See Torsten Husén and Gunnar Boalt, Educational Research and Educational Change: The Case of 
Sweden (Stockholm and New York: Almqvist and Wiksell and Wiley, 1968). 
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Husén has elsewhere!^ presented data showing that the movement toward comprehensive 
schools in European secondary education has been accompanied by an increase in equality of 
educational opportunity, but there is a growing body of evidence suggesting that class-linked 
patterns of educational selection can reproduce themselves within comprehensive schools. 15 
Tn order to understand fully the actual process of educational selection and the class and racial 
differentials that are essential features of the process, it is necessary to depart somewhat from 
the macrosociological approaches that have traditionally dominated the sociology of 
education and to focus on the dynamics of interactions taking place within the school. 
Cicourel and Kitsuse, in a study of educational selection in a large American high school much 
cited by proponents of an ethnomethodological approach to educational research (Chapter 
14), focus squarely on the process by which candidates for colleges are differentiated. Placing 
particular emphasis on the role of counselors within the organizational structure of the school, 
they show considerable departures from meritocratic norms in the classification of students. 
Rist, an American anthropologist who has conducted an important field study of classroom 
interaction in a ghetto school,!6 draws upon the perspectives of both symbolic interactionism 
and ethnomethodology to formulate his argument that labeling theory, which has previously 
been applied mainly in studies of deviance, offers a promising perspective for understanding 
the processes of schooling. Rist and Cicourel and Kitsuse have made an important contribu- 
tion in drawing the attention of educational researchers interested in social selection and 
academic performance to interactions taking place inside the school; what remains to be done 
is to integrate their insights into in-school processes with the more structural concerns of 
Scholars who have focused their research on the relationship between educational and social 
inequality.'? 


14. Torsten Husén, Social Background and Educational Career: Research Perspectives on Equality of 
Educational Opportunity (Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 1972). 

15. See especially Julienne Ford, Social Class and the Comprehensive School (London: Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, 1969). 

16. Raymond Rist, “Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations: The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy in 
Ghetto Education," Harvard Educational Review 40 (August 1970): 411—450. 

17. See Raymond Rist, The Urban School: Factory for Failure (Cambridge, Mass.: M.LT. Press, 1973), and 
Frederick Erickson, “Gatekeeping and the Melting Pot," Harvard Educational Review 45 (February 1975): 
44—70, for field-based investigations of in-school processes that attempt to address themselves to larger 
Structural issues. 


Fletcher. The Poverty of Education: A 

Study in the Politics ој Opportunity. 

London: Martin Robertson, 1975. 
Cicourel, Aaron V., et al. Language Use and 
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7. Towards Meritocracy? The Case of Britain 


Varying in their concrete forms and in their 
size, the channels of vertical circulation exist 
in any stratified society, and are as necessary 
as channels for blood circulation in the 
body. (Pitirim A. Sorokin, Social Mobility, 
1927) 


1. INTRODUCTION! 


> 


"Aristocracies," wrote Pareto, “do not last. 
Whatever the causes, it is an incontestable 
fact that after a certain length of time they 
pass away. History is a graveyard of aris- 
tocracies. ... The genealogies of the English 
nobility have been very exactly kept; and 
they show that very few families still remain 
to claim descent from the comrades of Wil- 
liam the Conqueror. The rest have van- 
ished.... (Aristocracies) decay not in 
numbers only. They decay also in quality, in 
the sense that they lose their vigour. .. . The 
governing classes are restored in numbers 
...and quality by families rising from the 
lower classes and bringing with them the 
vigour...necessary for keeping themselves 
in power. They are also restored by the loss 
of their more degenerate members. . . . So 
the English aristocracy managed to prolong 
its terms of power in the second half of the 
nineteenth century down to the dawn of its 
decadence . . . in the first years of the twen- 
tieth."? 

Pareto was referring here to mobility into 
and out of elite strata occasioned by ac- 
cumulation of capital, marriage, and fortune. 
The twentieth-century story contains the 
hypothesis that education has superseded 
these more traditional “channels of vertical 
circulation," and this hypothesis was formu- 
lated in a highly original form by Michael 
Young? Michael Young, for ironic and 
Critical purposes, described a hypothetical 
Britain in which, in Linton's terminology, 
roles were allocated purely on the basis of 
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achievement. Pareto, on the other hand, was 
asserting, as did Sorokin and as have most 
sociologists since, that in reality theré have 
existed no pure “achievement” societies and 
equally no pure caste societies. In practice, 
analysis has always to be concerned with 
mixed determination of the distribution of 
individuals into social positions, and the task 
is to unravel the weight and process of the 
influence to be attributed to the diverse ele- 
ments of both nature and nurture. 

At the end of their magnificently 
meticulous book, Blau and Duncan give a 
different answer from Pareto's.^ Their eyes 
were on modern industrial societies in gen- 
eral and America in particular. For them a 
trend from ascription to achievement is 
merely a corollary of the underlying evolu- 
tion of industrial societies in terms of an- 
other two of Parsons's pattern variables— 
particularism and universalism. The role of 
education emerges from this interpretative 
framework. 


Heightened universalism has profound im- 
plications for the stratification system. The 
achieved status of a man, what he has ac- 
complished in terms of some objective cri- 
teria, becomes more important than his 
ascribed status, who he is in the sense of 
what family he comes from. This does not 
mean that family background no longer in- 
fluences careers. What it does imply is that 
superior status cannot any more be directly 
inherited but must be legitimated by actual 
achievements that are socialy acknowl- 
edged. Education assumes increasing signifi- 
cance for social status in general and for the 
transmission of social standing from fathers 
to sons in particular. Superior family origins 
increase a son's chances of attaining superior 
occupational status in the United States in 
large part because they help him to obtain a 
better education, whereas in less indus- 
trialized societies the influence of family ori- 
gin on status does not seem to be primarily 
mediated by education. 
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The functionalist inclinations of Blau and 
Duncan’s approach may be remarked. Thus 
they also assert a connection between high 
rates of mobility (especially upward) and 
stable democracy. Marx would have agreed, 
though in a somewhat different spirit. His 
formulation was that “the more a ruling 
class is able to assimilate the foremost minds 
of a ruled class the more stable and dan- 
gerous becomes its rule."5 

The older European tradition dominated 
by Marx was, in any case, more interested in 
the problem of the “interchange between 
the classes” than in the factors determining 
the occupational status of individuals. But 
even here twentieth-century writing has been 
interested less in the traditional Marxist 
theory of economic determinism, which con- 
fined mobility broadly to the precipitation 
of privileged feudal remnants and the unsuc- 
cessful bourgeoisie into the ranks of the 
proletariat, or even in the interpretation of 
occupational change and the proletarianiza- 
tion of white-collar work, than in the 
measurement of “social capillarity.” 

There are, of course, legitimate questions 
of class and class consciousness on the basis 
of which the study of social mobility is 
sometimes attacked as a disguised legitima- 
tion of liberal capitalist society. Discussion 
of the study of social mobility in the last 
decade has hinged in part on whether the 
conceptions used are ideologically biased. 
We cannot fully explore this question here. 
It must suffice to assert that, while ideology 
can shape sociological perception, it does 
not follow that a sociology is necessarily 
vitiated by its ideological derivation. Thus, 
for example, though it is not difficult to 
establish a connection between concern with 
social mobility and the advocacy of “con- 
sensual” as opposed to "class-conflict" 
conceptions of modern society, it does not 
follow that studies of mobility that use the 
idea of multiple status levels or even that of 
a Status continuum cannot be used in the 
service of radical criticism of the social 
order. Indeed, the concept of an open soci- 
ety in the sense of random relation between 
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paternal and filial status has been used for 
that precise purpose in post-war mobility 
studies. Nor is it impossible to use mobility 
analysis to study movement between op- 
posed classes or within the structure of what 
Ossowski has called “‘a state of classless in- 
equality."$ The methods of mobility analy- 
sis, in other words, are not themselves to be 
debunked by any demonstration that their 
author is committed to reform rather than 
revolution, or to socialism rather than capi- 
talism. To ask how much movement takes 
place intergenerationally between different 
class or status groups may or may not imply 
a wish to attract attention towards or away 
from class struggle. The usefulness of the 
answer to such a question depends upon 
criteria other than the political motives of 
the questioner. 

Current debate about the theory of social 
stratification and social change for the most 
part opposes deterministic and voluntaristic 
theories, though it should be noted that 
both types of theory are associated with the 
political left and the political right. The 
major works of Marx and Veblen may be 
associated with the one and those of Pareto, 
Weber, and Parsons with the other. But by 
no means can all contributors to the litera- 
ture of social mobility be unequivocally 
labeled in this way, and even less is there a 
one-to-one correspondence between ideo- 
logical inclinations and techniques of analy- 
sis. 

The work of the Oxford sociologists on 
which this essay relies has been much influ- 
enced on the one hand by the pioneering 
work of D. V. Glass and his associates at 
L.S.E," and the studies inspired by their 
work under the auspices of the International 
Sociological Association, and on the other 
by the work of Blau and Duncan and their 
followers in America in the 1960s. The 
methods of neither of these two groups of 
our predecessors are unambiguously tied to 
any particular social or political position. 
The Glass study stands in the native British 
tradition of political arithmetic. It was 
strongly influenced politically by a radical 
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stance towards the powers, privileges, and 
dubious efficiency of the elite professions, 
and expressed both a condemnation of waste 
and frustration through the neglect of ability 
among working-class children and a hope 
that expanded educational opportunity 
would produce a more efficient and socially 
sensitive elite. Its assumptions about stratifi- 
cation implied a greater interest in status 
than in class and conceived of the social 
structure in terms of a hierarchy of layers in 
which occupation was closely associated 
with distinct styles of life. 

Blau and Duncan’s conception of social 
stratification (which is descended from the 
work of W. L. Warner) entails the idea ofacon- 
tinuum of status, and, though making use of 
the conventional distinction between manual 
and non-manual work, rejects the notion of 
a dichotomous class structure. At the level 
of method of analysis, Glass’s use of con- 
tingency tables and indices of association is 
essentially intermediate between an interest 
in interchange between classes or status 
groups and a concern with the determinants 
of occupational status to which Duncan’s 
method of path analysis is appropriate. 

My own basic interest in this work is to 
explore how far social policy in general and 
education in particular have succeeded in 
equalizing life-chances in Britain in the sense 
either of opportunity or of outcome: or, to 
use the Linton phraseology again, how far 
achievement has supplanted ascription in the 
creation of a new generation. Underlying 
this is a commitment similar to that which 
informed the study by Glass and his as- 
Sociates to the belief that higher rates of 
social mobility, particularly through educa- 
tion, would entail less waste of talent among 
working-class children and more efficiency 
in the direction of economic, social, and 
political affairs. This belief, again as with 
Glass, is coupled with an awareness of the 
dangers of meritocracy, which carries the 
possibility of sanctifying new and greater 
divisions between the powerful and the com- 
mon man by what Bernstein has called “the 
individualization of failure.”!° To put the 
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matter positively, equality rather than 
equality of opportunity is the aim and there 
is a belief in this tradition of political thought 
that a more equal distribution of power and 
advantage is not only desirable but also pos- 
sible. 

In the study of the 1972 British popula- 
tion conducted from Nuffield College we 
wanted to assess the impact of post-war re- 
form and economic change on the degree of 
openness in British society." But we were 
also aware that, in the meantime, new meth- 
ods of analysis of mobility had been de- 
veloped by O. D. Duncan and his colleagues 
and that, associated with these methods of 
multiple regression analysis, there had also 
been a shift away from the older conception 
of interchange towards the idea of hier- 
archical occupational differentiation іп 
which the essential sociological task was to 
measure the determinants of individual oc- 
cupational achievement. While wanting to 
leave open the question of the continuing 
validity of the concept of social class, or a 
hierarchy of layers of social status, used in 
the L.S.E. study, we decided also to take 
advantage of, and perhaps even to improve 
on, the methodological developments of our 
American colleagues.!? 

More particularly, we were anxious to 
discover the significance of the much-publi- 
cized developments in post-war educational 
policy, and the fluidity of movement be- 
tween generations of members of the same 
family. Secondary education for all, free of 
financial handicaps, had been enshrined in 
the 1944 Act, the comprehensive movement 
in secondary education had gathered 
momentum in the 1950s, and the dramatic 
expansion of post-secondary education had 
occurred in the 1960s under the patronage 
of the State. Theories assuming a restricted 
pool of ability had been harried out of re- 
spectable belief through the efforts of social 
researchers. Belief had been widespread 
that the maturing industrial societies were 
moving steadily towards meritocracy and 
certification as the principles of occupa- 
tional placement in an ever more productive 
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and efficient economic system of perpetual 
growth. Such societies would require greater 
rates of inter- and intragenerational mobility 
into an occupational structure gradually re- 
ducing its complement of unskilled, low- 
paid, and brutalizing labor while increasing 
its sector of professional, technical, and 
managerial occupations to serve an advanced 
technology and to deliver an ever higher per 
capita G.N.P. 

Education, it seemed, was playing, and 
was destined still more to play, a crucial role 
in the formation of a more affluent and 
perhaps classless society. Education was per- 
haps the single most important determinant 
of a man’s occupational destination. A new 
society involved a tightening bond between 
education and occupation; this might be so 
even if any overall increase in intergenera- 
tional mobility might be attributable to 
structural as distinct from exchange mo- 
bility. 

In opposition to this line of reasoning are 
the views of such writers as Boudon and 
Thurow. Thurow concluded on the basis of 
American data that “our reliance on educa- 
tion as the ultimate public policy for curing 
all problems, economic and social, is unwar- 
ranted at best and in all probability ineffec- 
tive.”"* Boudon, agreeing with Thurow, has 
argued that evidence from a wide range of 
industrial countries is consistent with the 
theory that educational expansion and even 
the reduction of inequality of educational 
opportunity do not lead to reduced depen- 
dence of a son’s social status on that of his 
father. These conflicting theories await 
conclusive empirical tests. 

Education has been a possible avenue of 
occupational and social ascent in many if 
not most societies. Nevertheless, la carrière 
ouverte aux talents was a forlorn revolu- 
tionary slogan throughout the nineteenth 
century and demand for its realization con- 
tinued as a standard element in the socialist 
critique of European capitalist society in the 
first half of the twentieth century. Educa- 
tion, and especially higher education, 
throughout this period was much more the 
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stamp put on the social character of individ- 
uals whose jobs and life-styles were prede- 
termined by social origin than an institu- 
tional ladder for the talented of humble 
birth. We still do not know at all precisely 
how open a society Britain was in the nine- 
teenth century. But that there was some 
mobility between the generations is beyond 
doubt, including leaps over the gulf which 
traditionally separated the manual class from 
the non-manual minority. But the more im- 
portant ladders (and snakes) were capital 
accumulation, on-the-job promotion, and 
market acumen—not education. 

The study led by Professor Glass was the 
major research achievement of empirical re- 
search at mid-century in British work on 
social mobility. It yielded an arithmetic 
picture of a stable hierarchy of occupational 
levels with, it was assumed, a linked hier- 
archy of status and styles of life. Between 
the generations there was relatively heavy 
self-recruitment at the top, a lesser rigidity 
at the bottom, and considerable fluidity in 
the middle. Thus the indices of associa- 
tion! (measures of intergenerational self- 
recruitment) were: 

for status category 1 

(professional and high 


administrative) 13.158 
for status category 2 

(managerial and executive) 5.865 
for status category 5 

(skilled manual and routine 

grades of non-manual) 1.157 
for status category 7 

(unskilled manual) 2.259 


With respect to higher education the single 
most crucial figure was that 47 percent of 
the people at the top in the higher profes- 
sional and managerial classes (i.e., the princi- 
pal destination of those with higher educa- 
tion) were the sons of fathers who also held 
or had held these top positions. Radical criti- 
cism was directed at these rigidities on 
grounds both of social justice and of na- 
tional economic efficiency. 

But ever since Professor Glass published 
his study there have been argument and а 
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conflict of views as to what was happen- 
ing." The L.S.E. picture was formed while 
the country was embarking, self-consciously 
and under a Labour government, on an 
ambitious program of social reform towards 
the Welfare State. In employment, income, 
social security, housing, and health as well as 
in education the declared intent was for a 
more equal and therefore a more just 
society. Can we say a generation later that 
social policy has made a difference in social 
reality? Has achievement gained at the ex- 
pense of ascription? How far is occupation 
linked to education and how far is each 
tied to social origin? Is Britain moving 
towards meritocracy? 


Il: CLASS CHANCES FOR EDUCATION 


The full picture of the class distribution of 
education is too complicated for our space 
here. We arrive at an economical indicator, 
however, if we consider the chances of 
proceeding from given class origins to a uni- 
versity degree for those educated before and 
after the 1944 Act. The analysis of our 1972 
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data in these terms is given in Table 1. First, 
the proportion of graduates is shown for the 
two age groups in each origin category. 
Three features emerge. All origin categories 
have increased their output of graduates; the 
proportions of graduates remain correlated 
with origin; and the differences between 
them have increased. 

A more precise measure of trends in class 
differences of access to the universities is 
also included in Table 1. Each of the per- 
centages is standardized by expressing it as a 
proportion of the percentage of the whole 
age group who obtained degrees. The result- 
ing ratio (= 1.0 for the whole age group) 
shows no clear trend towards the elimination 
of class inequality in educational attainment. 
The top class has fallen from having 5.76 
times the average chance to 4.50, but the 
bottom class has worsened its previously dis- 
advantaged position from just over to just 
under one-third of the average chance. More- 
over, it should be noted that whereas before 
the 1944 Act above-average chances were 
shared by sons from the top four classes 


Table 1. Social Origin and University Degree 


(A) Percent gaining university degree by class of origin 


Born 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 
1913-1931 15.0 74 3.8 3.0 1.5 13 0.9 0.9 2.6 
1932-1947 27.0 17.6 5.8 5.1 3.6 23 24 1.8 6.0 

(B) Relative class chances of university degree 
1913-1931 5.76 2.85 146 1.15 0.58 0.50 0.35 0.35 1.0 
1932-1947 4.50 2.93 0.97 0.85 0.60 0.38 0.40 0.30 1.0 


Source: Oxford Mobility Study National Male Sample 1972. 
Population: Men in England and Wales aged 25—59 in 1972. 


Sample: 6700. 


Social Origin = Father's occupational class at respondent's age 14. 
1 = Professional, high managerial, and large proprietors. 


2 = Lower professional and managerial. 
3 = White-collar. 

4 = Self-employed (including farmers). 
5 = Supervisors of manual work. 

6 = Skilled manual workers. 

7 = Semi-skilled and unskilled. 


8 = Agricultural workers (including small holders without employees) 


Relative class chances = percent from each origin gaining university degree divided by the 
total percent gaining a degree in that age cohort. 
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(amounting to nearly 30 percent of the pop- 
ulation), superior chances in the more recent 
period have accrued only to the sons of 
classes 1 and 2 (amounting to rather less 
than 15 percent of the population). Admit- 
tedly, the chances of graduation have risen 
proportionately more for the sons of un- 
skilled and semi-skilled workers (from 0.9 
percent to 2.4 percent, i.e., by a factor of 
2.7) than for sons of the professional and 
managerial class (from 15.0 percent to 27.0 
percent, ie., by a factor of 1.9). But the 
absolute percentage increases offer a more 
realistic appraisal of the trends. An extra 
1.5 percent of working-class children found 
their way to the universities after the 1944 
Act, compared with an extra 13 percent of 
upper-middle-class children. On this evi- 
dence, whatever we may mean by a trend 
from ascription to achievement, we must be 
more impressed by the persistence of influ- 
ences which flow from class origin to educa- 
tional attainment. 

In order to explore this process further, it 
is convenient to turn to path analysis. 


Ш: A PATH ANALYSIS 


The techniques of path analysis begin with 
familial, educational, and occupational 
biographies. In the Oxford 1972 study we 
collected data on ten thousand adult males 
in England and Wales. The occupations and 
educational experience and qualifications are 
scaled, fathers and sons are located on the 
scales, and the correlations between pairs of 
scales (variables) are subjected to regression 
analysis (of which path analysis is a special 
form with regression equations that consti- 
tute a recursive set).'® The scale positions 
are standardized (by subtracting the mean 
from each score and dividing by the standard 
deviation). Then the zero order correlation 
between any two variables may be cal- 
culated (rxy ), which gives the best estimate of 
the value of у linearly from x for a given 
individual. The coefficient of correlation, or 
standardized regression coefficient, is 
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Xii 
Txy BEEN: 
where x and y are the standardized forms of 
the original variables (i.e, x; = (X; — X) + 
s.d. (X)). 

In the L.S.E. 1949 study the correlation 
of father's present or last occupation to 
son's present occupation was 0.46; and in 
our Oxford 1972 study it is 0.36. In Blau 
and Duncan's American study (1962) it was 
0.405.? This means that if one father is a 
standard deviation above another in occupa- 
tional status we may predict that the son of 
the first father will be 0.46 (L.S.E. 1949), 
0.36 (Oxford 1972), or 0.405 (U.S.A. 1962) 
s.d. units above the son of the second. 

The same analysis also tells us that ey of 
the variance of y is explained by x and 
(1 77$) is unexplained. Thus in the L.S.E. 
1949 study (0.46)? = 0.20 of the variance of 
occupational status among sons is explained 
by paternal status. The Oxford 1972 study 
gives a comparable figure for explained vari- 
ance of 0.126. This suggests that the de- 
termining strength of social origin as 
measured by father’s occupation has de- 
clined in Britain in the post-war period. But 
this apparent inference cannot in fact be 
made because the two studies are not 
exactly comparable? In order to derive 
inferences about trends in the absence of 
exactly replicated inquiries we have to rely 
on comparisons between age cohorts in the 
1972 study.” 

We can, however, be sure that there is a 
positive but less than perfect correlation be- 
tween paternal and filial status and then take 
the next step—which is to ask which matters 
more in determining the occupational status 
of an individual, his father's occupational 
position or his own formal qualifications. 
The simplest possible path model will yield a 
first answer, below for the Oxford 
1972 data. N 

The elemeMtary-path analysis shown in 
Figure 1 takes us beyond zero order coeffi- 
cients to give us an estimate of the direct 
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residual path = 0.94 
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residual path = 0.84 


| 


(3) Occupation in 1972 


Correlations: 
757 0.35 
тз = 0.34 
723 = 0.52 


Bin cae 
Riu 0.30 


Figure 1. A Simple Path Analysis of Origin, Education, and Destination: Britain 1972 Males 


(1) = Father's occupation at respondent's age 14 scaled in Hope/Goldthorpe occupational categories 1-124 
(2) = Respondent's education (all qualifications and examinations) scaled 0 (none) to 4 (degree level) 


(3) = Respondent's occupation 1972 scaled as in (1) 
Population: All men aged 20-64 


effect (p) of paternal occupation and re- 
spondent's education on his occupational 
status in 1972. Whereas the simple correla- 
tions told us that education was only one 
and a half times as important as origin, the p 
values tell us that the direct effect of educa- 
tion is about two and one-half times as im- 
portant as origin. To express this in another 
way: we start with the fact that the father/ 
son status correlation is 0.34; of this the 
direct effect pa, = 0.18 or 53% and the 
indirect effect by education (paa Га) 
amounts to 0.16 or 47%. 

We may conclude that the occupational 
positions of men in 1972 in Britain are de- 


pendent more on qualifications than on 
origin as measured by father's occupational 
status. Indeed, the observed correlation of 
father's with son's status is in large part a 
transmission of status through formal quali- 
fications. 

We can go further, however, by com- 
plicating the model with respect to both 
social background and occupational career. 
For present purposes we proceed no further 
than the basic model used by Blau and 
Duncan in the American study as shown in 
Figure 2 ђејо 27 

The correlations between the variables in 
the model shown in Figure 2 are as follows: 


Father's Father's Respondents — Respondent's Respondent 's 
education occupation education first job 1972 job 

1. Father’s education 1.0 0.385 0.345 0.251 0.224 

2. Father’s occupation 0.385 1.0 0.358 0.303 0.363 

3. Respondent's education 0.345 0.358 1.0 0.555 0.530 

4. Respondent’s first job 0.251 0.303 0.555 1.0 0.487 

5. Respondent’s 1972 job 0.224 0.363 0.530 0.487 1.0 
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0.82 


Son's First E 
Occupation 


(1) 


г= 0.385 


Fathers (2) 


ett) 


0.80 


Son's 
(5) Occupation 


Occupation 


(3) 
Son's 
Education 


1972 


0.91 


Figure 2. “Blau-Duncan” Path Analysis showing Path Coefficients (P): Britain 1972 Males 


Variables 


(1) Father’s education: school examinations, professional /academic qualifications 
(2) Father’s occupation at respondent's age 14 [as for Fig. 1] 


(3) Respondent's education as in (1) 
(4) Respondent's first job as in (2) 
(5) Respondent's 1972 job as in (2) 


Population: Men aged 25—59 who were resident in England and Wales at age 14. Effective sample size 


6,700. 


Analyzing the correlations between 
respondent’s education and the two 
measures of familial background into 
“direct” and “joint” components, we have 
та = Ри + Pa ru—ie., the direct path 
accounts for 70% of the correlation of 
fathers with son's education. Also, 
"а "psp +рзі M2; Since raz 70.358, p32 
is 74% of the correlation; and again, most of 
the correlation of father's occupational 
status with son's education comes from the 
direct effect p32. But perhaps most impor- 
tant to observe is that the residual path is 
very large. In other words, education acts as 
a means of introducing into the rest of the 


model influences which are uncorrelated 
with social background as measured by 
father's education and father's occupation. 
(The independence of the estimated residual 
is a necessary result of the technique we are 
using.) 

Turning to the fourth variable, which is 
respondent's first job, we notice first that 
the variance explained by the preceding vari- 
ables has risen sharply to 32% (i.e. the resi- 
dual, МИ — R?), has dropped to 0.82). Of 
this explained variance, as much as 65% can 
be assigned to the additional effect of re- 
spondent's education. This large proportion, 
it should be emphasized, operates over and 
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above the effects of the correlation of educa- 
tion with the background variables of 
father’s occupation and father’s education. 
Thus it becomes increasingly clear that 
education is an extremely important variable 
in this model. It acts not only as a trans- 
mitter of the two specified background in- 
fluences but also, and much more strikingly, 
as a transmitter of other residual effects. The 
expectation must therefore be that when we 
look at correlations involving the ге- 
spondent’s first job and the prior variables of 
the model we will see that respondent’s 
education intervenes prominently as a trans- 
mitter of background, leaving the direct ef- 
fects of variables (1) and (2) relatively small. 
We should also see that only a small part of 
these correlations can be attributed to the 
joint dependence on background of educa- 
tion and first job, because education is not 
very dependent in this sense. To put it an- 
other way, the correlation of respondent’s 
education with first job will not turn out to 
be “spurious,” in the classic sense; that is, it 
is not a correlation due to a common cause 
in the background, but rather reflects the 
“genuine” direct dependence of first job on 
education. A correlation can be spurious 
only if both variables are heavily dependent 
on some common, prior-causal factor. 

If we consider the correlation between 
father's occupation and respondent's first job 
(ra) we can break it down into раз + (Dai 
tia). + (раз. pa) * (as Par 12). = 
0.303 (ra). These components can be ex- 
pressed as percentages of the correlation, 
giving the following pattern: раг=36%ра "12 
= 4%, раз pao = 44%, and Das Pa M12 = 
16% (total, 100%). It emerges rather dra- 
matically that the largest component of the 
correlation is contributed by the indirect 
path from father’s occupation through 
education to first occupation раз P32 . This 
represents the transmission of paternal status 
through education to first job; to this we can 
also add the further indirect effect that 
comes from the correlation of father’s oc- 
cupational status and education, given that 
father’s education influences son’s education 


independently and thus transmits a further 
element of paternal status through the son’s 
education to his first job, раз P31 712 - This 
influence amounts to 16%, so that about 
60% of the correlation of father’s status with 
son’s first job status is transmitted via quali- 
fications in one way or another. Correla- 
tively this makes the direct and irreducible 
effect of father’s job on son’s first job rela- 
tively small (pa? = 0.110), 36%. 

A similar result emerges from the analysis 
of the paths from father’s education to son’s 
first job, though here the correlation (та ) is 
smaller, 0.251. The direct path accounts for 
only 14% of the correlation. The main route 
via education (раз P31 ) accounts for almost 
50%, and the indirect route via the correla- 
tion of father’s education with father’s oc- 
cupation through education (раз рэ Га) 
adds another 20%. 

By contrast, the correlation between 
son’s education and his first job is, as we 
would expect, almost entirely a direct effect. 
Of the total correlation (ғаз = 0.555), p as 
(0.504) represents over 90%. As predicted, 
this correlation is very far from spurious. 

To sum up, then, with respect to the first 
four variables in the model, we can confirm 
that education is both an important indepen- 
dent influence on the distribution of men 
entering the labor market for the first time 
and a crucial transmitter of the prior influ- 
ences of family background. 

We turn now to the distribution of our 
respondents in their present (1972) jobs. 
This is the fifth variable, the variance of 
which is explained slightly more than that of 
first occupation and therefore much more than 
that of education (the residual, /(1 —R?), at 
0.80 implies that about 36% of the variance 
is explained). If we follow the line of the 
analysis made with respect to the first four 
variables, it could be that the status of a 
respondent's first job takes over the role of 
transmission from qualifications and again 
makes correlations of the other variables 
with present job largely indirect. In fact, 
however, a much less clear pattern emerges. 

When we consider, as before, the correla- 
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tion of father’s occupation with respon- 
dent’s present occupation (rs; = 0.363, 
which is larger than Ра: = 0.303), it turns 
out that almost 50% of the correlation is 
contributed by the direct effect of paternal 
status on son's present status, ps, = 0.175. 
Most of the remainder comes from transmis- 
sion through education but not through first 
occupation. For example, the main indirect 
path through education from paternal status 
(Ps3 Pa ) contributes 24% while the cor- 
responding indirect path through first job 
(Psa Paz ) contributes only 8%. A plausible 
interpretation of this pattern is that the in- 
creased explanation of variance which we 
find with respect to present as compared 
with first occupations reflects a qualitative 
change in the pattern of influences such that 
the distribution of occupational destinations 
is more cognate with that of social origin 
(i.e., paternal occupational status), so that 
the direct effect of father’s occupation is 
increased. In other words, education, even in 
conjunction with the status of first job, does 
not act so efficiently as a transmitter of 
influence, and what was called occupational 
inheritance in the earlier literature operates 
more directly and visibly. 

Of the reasonably high correlation be- 
tween first and present jobs (rs4 = 0.487), а 
rather high proportion is contributed by the 
joint dependence of present job and first job 
on respondent’s education. The direct effect 
of first job amounts to 52%. 

Finally, we can turn to the relation be- 
tween education and present job. These two 
variables have a high correlation (газ = 
0.530). This correlation is in fact only 
slightly lower than that between first job 
and education. It might have been possible 
to attribute this correlation to transmission 
via first job, but in fact the direct effect 
(рез) is by far the largest component, 
amounting to nearly two-thirds, with the 
route from education via first job (ps4 раз) 
adding another 24%. This pattern hardly 
differs from what we found in the correla- 
tion between first job and education (ғаз), 
which was almost entirely a product of the 
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direct effect раз. If we take these two ele- 
ments in the correlation between present job 
and education together (ps3 + Ps4 раз), 
then there is roughly the same very small 
scope for the effects of joint dependence on 
background (father's job and father's educa- 
tion) as was the case with respect to the 
links between education and first job. In this 
sense, at least, the career is fairly self-con- 
tained. 

To summarize, the effects of social origin 
as measured by paternal occupation are rela- 
tively small and appear to work in two main 
ways. First, these influences are transmitted 
(indirectly) through education. Second, 
status origin exercises a direct effect on 
present rather than first job; but this influ- 
ence is small relative to that of either educa- 
tion or first job. The influence of father’s 
education appears to drop out completely 
after contributing to a limited extent to the 
explanation of the pattern of education 
among sons. 

We could at this point press the path 
analysis further by adding further scaled 
variables from our data. We shall not do this 
here? —nor shall we take the hazardous step 
of comparing the values derived from the 
application of the model for Britain in 1972 
with those derived by Blau and Duncan for 
the U.S.A. іп 1962. Instead we shall take 
a step in another direction—to disaggregate 
the path analysis age cohorts in order to seek 
indications of trends in the strength of influ- 
ence for each of the paths in the model. The 
results of dividing the sample between those 
aged 25—39 and those aged 40—59 in 1972, 
which means roughly between those ed- 
ucated before and those educated after the 
implementation of the Education Act of 
1944, are shown in Figure 3 below. 

On this analysis it appears that: 


1. The correlation of paternal occupational 
status with paternal education is increas- 
ing (0.341 v. 0.422). 

2. The direct effect of paternal status on 
respondent's first job is low and decreas- 
ing (0.137 v. 0.083), and the direct effect 
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Figure 3. Path Analysis for Comparison of “Education and Mobility” Process before and 
after the 1944 Act 


Basic model is “Blau and Duncan" type. Population (a) Men aged 25—39, educated in England and Wales, 
(b) Men aged 40—59, educated in England and Wales 


Variables are as before: (1) Father's education, (2) Father's occupation, (3) Respondent's education, 
(4) Respondent's first job, (5) Respondent's present job. 


Coefficients presented as (a)/(b) 


Based on the correlations: 


1. 1.00/1.00 0.422/0.341 0.368/0.298 0.264/0.214 0.255/0.188 

2. 0.422/0.341 1.00/1.00 0.379/0.327  0.297/0.300 0.362/0.359 

3. 0.368/0.298  0.379/0.327 1.00/1.00 0.567/0.521 0.563/0.498 

4. 0.264/0.214 0.297/0.300 ^ 0.567/0.521 1.00/1.00 0.529/0.446 

5. 0.255/0.188  0.362/0.359  0.563/0.498  0.529/0.446 1.00/1.00 

о) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

» of paternal education on first job is very 4. The direct effect of education on first job 
low for both groups (0.028, 0.037); but is high and getting higher (0.468 to 

3. These two family background factors 0.522). 
have increased their direct effect on the 5. The direct effect of education on present 
education of respondents: pa; rises from job is rising (0.325 to 0.345), subject to 
0.255 to 0.272, and pa, from 0.211 to certain qualifications.?5 


0.253. 6. The direct effect of father's job on pres- 
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ent job is decreasing (0.194 to 0.150), 
and the direct effect of paternal educa- 
tion on present job is negligible. 

7. The direct effect of first job on present 
job is fairly high and rising. 


IV: CONCLUSION 


What then of meritocracy? Let us notice 
first that the “operationalizing” of Young’s 
notion, which he defined in terms of “I.Q. 
plus effort” as the determinants of occupa- 
tional attainment, is inadequately effected in 
the type of path analysis model we have 
used. To establish a trend towards Youngian 
meritocracy, it would be necessary to show 
first that the correlation between I.Q. and 
occupation had increased, and second that 
the correlation between effort and occupa- 
tional status had also increased. Moreover, if 
income is substituted for status, third and 
fourth trends would similarly have to be 
established. Our data do not provide the 
relevant evidence, and there is no such evi- 
dence to my knowledge from any other 
ѕошсе.26 

If, however, we define meritocracy іп 
terms of the distinction between ascription 
and achievement, using family background 
indicators for the former and educational 
qualifications for the latter, we can discern 
trends from the Nuffield evidence. Clearly 
there are both ascriptive and achievement 
forces at work in the passing of occupational 
status between generations. We live neither 
in a caste society nor in one in which the 
generations are severed from each other by 
random reallocation of status. We must also 
remember that a shift in the occupational 
structure over the past generation has pro- 
duced more opportunities at the top and 
therefore net upward mobility in the society 
as a whole. Nevertheless, what has happened 
is the weighting of the dice of social oppor- 
tunity according to class, and "the game" is 
increasingly played through strategies of 
child rearing refereed by schools through 
their certifying arrangements. The direct 
effect of the class hierarchy of families on 
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educational opportunity and certification 
has risen since the war. And at the same time 
the articulation of education to the first 
entry into the labor market has been tighten- 
ing. Thus education is increasingly the 
mediator of the transmission of status 
between generations. It commands the pas- 
sage from school to work more completely 
now than it did a generation ago, and it isa 
mediator with power independent of the 
family. Institutionally, education is the prin- 
cipal agent of achievement. But at the same 
time the intergenerational process over 
which it exercises increasing sway is just as 
importantly one in which ascriptive forces 
find ways of expressing themselves as 
“achievement.” Moreover, our path analysis 
has also shown that social origin or “‘ascrip- 
tion" has direct effects on the later career of 
a man, i.e., family influence does not cease 
after entry into the labor market. 

Thus the old problem of equality as 
opposed to equality of opportunity still 
remains. Only its character and context 
change. Economic and technical changes 
since 1945 have enlarged occupational 
opportunities, but social and educational 
policy have not successfully seized on these 
circumstances in such a way as to realize 
either an egalitarian or a meritocratic 
society. 
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Figure 1 with the equivalent from the U.S.A. 1962 
study (Blau and Duncan, op.cit., p. 169) shows 
that the British correlation of father's to son's 
occupation is less (0.34 compared with 0.405), and 
that the education-occupation correlation is higher 
both in the case of fathers' occupations and in the 
case of sons’. This suggests that the model explains 
less variance in the British case, i.e., that the link of 
present occupation to education and origin is 
looser in Britain than in America. 

23. A more comprehensive analysis of this type 
will appear in the forthcoming monograph my col- 
leagues John Ridge and Anthony Heath are writing 
with me under the title of Education and Mobility 
in Britain (Oxford University Press, 1976). 

24. Blau and Duncan, op.cit., p. 170. It will be 
seen that the correlation of father's occupation 
with father's education in the U.S. is higher and 
that the path coefficients of father's education to 
son's education and father's occupation to first job 
are also higher, but that the path coefficients for 
father's occupation to present job and education to 
first job are lower. 

25. A caveat must be introduced when comparing 
path (standardized) coefficients between models. 
There are two interestingly different sources of 
change in such cases. Path coefficients, and indeed 
correlations, may vary: 

(a) because the slope, or "rate of exchange" of one 
variable into the other, has changed, ог 

(b) because the variance, or pattern of distribution, 
of one variable has changed compared with that of 
the other. 

In the first case, we might say, from conclusion 4 
above, that the “pay-off,” in first-job status terms, 
of an extra level of qualification is greater for the 
younger age-group. The rate of exchange of qualifi- 
cations into status has altered, such that a given 
qualification buys more status. This is really an 
assertion about the unstandardized regression 
coefficient Ба , not the path coefficient Pas . For 
ba, is not affected by any externally-produced 
changes in variances which might mislead us when 
we look at p4,- In fact, the relation between the 
quantities is, in general, 


byx = Рух 645/4), 


where s.d.y, s.d.y are the relevant standard devia- 
tions. In the present case, where first job is y and 
qualifications x, it is clear that identical bs, but 
very different ps, would result if the variance of 
educational levels increased sharply, while the dis- 
tribution of first-job status remained stable; analy- 
sis of the standardized coefficients alone (the ps) 
would suggest increased dependence of first job on 
education, while the change that actually occurred 
might have been quite a different one. 

For this reason, the unstandardized b-coefficients 
have all been computed and compared with the 
path coefficients. It is necessary only to mention 
the cases in which the results entail a revision of 
the inferences drawn from the path coefficients. In 
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fact, the only inference affected is 5, that the 
direct effect of education on present job is rising. 
It appears, instead, that it is the variance of educa- 
tion, or qualificationdevels, that has increased 
sharply, while the variance of present-job status has 
hardly changed. The slope, or “exchange rate," has 
actually moved the other way: the older group get 
slightly more status for a given level than do the 
younger ones, at least for present job. The effect is 
almost certainly due to the artificial restriction of 
variance of present job among the young group, 
many of whom have not reached a “stable” career 
point. One should bear this in mind when inter- 
preting any changes involving the variable of pres- 
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ent job status, such as inference 7 above. For those 
who wish to work out the unstandardized coeffi- 
cients themselves, the standard deviations are: 


Older men Younger men 
1. 0.425 0.589 
2. 29.817 31.956 
3. 0.861 1.107 
4. 25.708 31.082 
5. 36.298 37.193 


26. Christopher Jencks has asserted the same con- 
clusion with respect to American studies. 


8. Education and Social Mobility: A Structural Model 


One of the most difficult and controversial 
problems in sociology today concerns the 
consequences of the rapid growth in school 
enrollment rates that has characterized most 
countries over the last few decades. It is 
common knowledge that sociologists as well 
as politicians have long believed educational 
development to be the most important 
policy instrument for achieving social equal- 
ity. Economists of education are still fre- 
quently attached to the idea that educa- 
tional development will naturally lead to 
reduced inequality in income. Not so long 
ago, sociologists saw in growth in rates of 
school attendance a means for increasing 
social mobility. 

Our purpose here, however, is not to deal 
with the problem of the consequences of 
overall increases in the rates of school atten- 
dance. Concerning the influence that this 
factor might have on income distribution, it 
suffices to refer the reader to a recent article 
by Thurow.’ He shows that if we assume 
that the structure of employment is deter- 
mined only to a slight extent by changes in 
educational stock, then the average increase 
in time spent in schooling does not lead to a 
reduction but rather to an actual increase in 
economic inequality. More precisely, if we 
consider only the three recognized levels of 
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education (i.e., elementary, secondary, and 
college), we will observe (1) that the income 
variance for each of these three levels tends 
to decrease, and (2) that the differences in 
average salaries for the three levels tend to 
become greater. 

It should be emphasized that this finding, 
derived from a seemingly quite reasonable 
hypothesis that posits that employment 
structure (ће. income structure) changes 
more slowly than what we will call the edu- 
cational structure (i.e., the distribution of 
individuals according to their level of school- 
ing), contradicts some propositions fre- 
quently advanced by economists of 
education.” 

The merit of Thurow’s hypothesis is con- 
firmed because the conclusions he draws 
correspond to empirical observation for the 
data he studies—data for the United States. 

Between 1949 and 1969, we can observe 
two tendencies in the United States: 


1. Educational inequality decreased. То 
measure this decrease, Thurow uses the 
Gini-Pareto method. Let п be the total 
years of schooling for a sample popula- 
tion at a given moment, and ñi, 
по,... „Пло the total years of schooling 
that correspond respectively to the least 


This article first appeared in Sociologie et Société 5 (May 1973): 111-124. English translation by David 


Swartz. 


EDUCATION AND SOCIAL MOBILITY 


educated 10% of the population, to the 
next 10% just above, and so on up to the 
most educated 10%. We can then observe 
that the part of the total educational 
stock belonging to the least educated 10% 
increased between 1949 and 1969 where- 
as the part for the best educated de- 
creased. 

2. Economic inequality increased. Between 
1949 and 1969, the proportion of income 
going to the least privileged 10% tended 
to decrease whereas the proportion going 
to the most privileged increased. Thus, 
the increase in rates of school attendance 
was accompanied by both a decrease in 
educational inequality and an increase in 
economic inequality.? 


On the other hand, American statistics 
show that in line with the consequences pre- 
dicted by Thurow's hypothesis, there also 
occurred during the 1949—1969 period: 


1. A reduction in the variance of income for 
each of the three levels of education; and 

2. A divergence between the average in- 
comes of the three levels. 


1. EXPANSION IN RATES OF SCHOOL 
ATTENDANCE AND MOBILITY 


In this article we are interested in the prob- 
lem of how growth in rates of school atten- 
dance influences social mobility. If in the 
introduction we felt it useful to call анеп- 
tion to Thurow’s study, it was first of all 
because the problem of the effect of ex- 
panded rates of school attendance on both 
social mobility and economic inequality has 
always given rise to similar controversies. 
And second, we can obtain in both cases 
much clearer results by integrating into our 
argument Thurow’s hypothesis, which posits 
that income, or employment structure, or— 
for our particular case—the social structure 
(ie., the distribution of social status), is 
largely independent of the evolution of the 
educational structure. 

Let us simply add that the considerations 
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that follow summarize a part of the theory 
of social mobility formulated in my book 
Inégalité des chances.* My book was practi- 
cally finished when my attention was drawn 
to Thurow’s work,* and I am therefore using 
this article to relate my analysis and my 
conclusions to his work. Thurow’s conclu- 
sion is that, contrary to general expectation, 
the development of the educational system 
does not necessarily reduce economic in- 
equality; my own conclusion is that there is 
no reason to expect an increase in social 
mobility or equality even if one assumes a 
decrease in inequality of education. 

The italicized portion of this last sen- 
tence calls for clarification. It is sometimes 
assumed in what is called “critical” sociol- 
ogy that the educational system reinforces 
rather than diminishes inequalities of social 
background. It follows that there is there- 
fore no reason to expect that an expansion 
in rates of school enrollment will be accom- 
panied by a democratization of education. It 
is true that we can produce certain statistics, 
referring to certain countries and concerning 
very short time periods, which indicate that 
inequalities of education do not seem to 
diminish. If we consider periods of twenty 
or ten years, or even shorter ones, however, 
and then try to observe the evolution of 
educational inequality in industrial societies 
as a whole, we cannot deny that Thurow’s 
demonstration for the United States can 
justly be criticized, since he does not take 
into account the demographic structure of 
the American population between the two 
periods studied. But the impressive statistical 
documentation assembled by 0.E.C.D. 
leaves no room for doubt: in industrial 
societies, and in particular in liberal indus- 
trial societies, educational inequality shows a 
constant tendency to decrease.° 

The problem then becomes one of know- 
ing to what extent both the expansion in 
rates of school attendance and the decrease 
in educational inequality bring about a de- 
crease in inequality of social opportunity, or 
in somewhat more academic language, an 
increase in social mobility. 
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П. THE NECESSITY FOR A SYSTEMATIC 
THEORY OF SOCIAL MOBILITY 


In order to answer this question it is neces- 
sary to resort to what could be called a 
systematic theory of mobility. It is, in other 
words, essential to consider the set of factors 
that affect mobility as a system of inter- 
dependent elements. A theory of this type 
has already been developed in detail in 
Inégalité des chances.’ Since it is, of course, 
impossible to summarize fully that theory 
here, I will simply present in general outline 
form the model to which it leads. It is also 
impossible to present here empirical justifi- 
cations for every hypothesis or conse- 
quence. Let us simply state that the axioms 
of the model as well as its consequences 
appear on the whole to conform to the exist- 
ing body of data from industrial societies, 
whether based on school records or on socio- 
logical investigations. Without going into 
detail, the model is composed of three 
logical parts or, if one prefers, of three 
Stages. 

1. Assume first that for a population 
sample, the distribution of individuals 
according to educational attainment varies as 
a function of social class background. 
Assume further that each type of social class 
background has an associated decisional field 
that determines (according to social class 
and to degree of scholarly success) the prob- 
abilities that an individual will choose, at a 
given school level, to continue his education, 
and that he will choose to pursue a given 
kind of education. For example, he might 
choose to continue his schooling rather than 
to leave the educational system, or to follow 
a college preparatory curriculum rather than 
vocational training. Furthermore, we assume 
that the school levels and the branching 
points that demarcate the school program 
can vary from one school system to another 
and change over time. German statistics, 
for example, show that ten years ago the 
mittlere Reife (1.е., the intermediate high 
school certificate) was perceived as an 
important dividing point; middle and lower 
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social class German families considered it as 
a sort of "natural" termination point for 
their children. Such a structure can be intro- 
duced into our model by assuming that the 
low survival probabilities for the average 
pupil in the educational system are deter- 
mined by his level of educational attain- 
ment, his age, and other dimensions in the 
decisional field. 

Without going into details, I will suggest 
that once these properties are formalized 
into a model, one can then reconstitute the 
distribution of a hypothetical cohort with 
regard to educational attainment. I will 
therefore suppose that in our model there 
exist three social classes (higher, middle, and 
lower) and that in a cohort of 100,000 
pupils who finish their elementary education 
at a given moment, 10,000 have a higher, 
30,000 a middle, and 60,000 a lower social 
class background. By correctly formalizing 
the preceding theoretical propositions and 
by choosing appropriate parameters, it will 
be possible to show how many pupils from 
each social background will reach each level 
of the school system. 

Table 1 shows the results obtained from 
applying the model to one particularly 
simple case. Six levels of educational 
achievement are distinguished. Columns 1, 3, 
and 5 give the proportion of pupils who, in 
each social class, reach a given level of 
schooling; the other three columns show the 
accumulated proportions from the bottom 
to the top. 

It is noteworthy that the results gener- 
ated by the model are structurally consistent 
with findings provided by school statistics. 
The inequalities in secondary schooling that 
distinguish the three social classes are consid- 
erable; but the inequalities in college educa- 
tion are even more outstanding. 

2. The second stage of the model- 
building process will permit us to move from 
a static to a dynamic hypothesis. We will 
suppose that the characteristics of the deci- 
sional fields change over time. In the 
simplest case, it can be assumed that the 
survival probabilities increase for pupils 
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Table 1. Educational attainment as a function of social class background. 


Social class background 


C, (upper) C, (middle) C, (lower) 
Educational level (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. College graduation 0.1967 1.0000 0.0340 0.9999 0.0053 1.0000 
2. Some college 0.0905 0.8033 0.0397 0.9659 0.0104 0.9947 
3. High school 

graduation 0.0618 0.7128 0.0357 0.9262 0.0118 0.9843 
4. More than three 

years of high school 0.1735 0.6510 0.1396 0.8905 0.0653 0.9725 
5. Not more than three 

years of high school 0.2775 0.4775 0.3609 0.7509 0.3072 0.9072 
6. Elementary school 0.2000 0.2000 0.3900 0.3900 0.6000 0.6000 
Total 1.0000 0.9999 1.0000 


following a college preparatory curriculum. 
Furthermore, it can be assumed that the 
smaller the initial survival probability, the 
greater the increase. Therefore, let us sup- 
pose that p represents the survival proba- 
bility beyond a given branching point, at a 
given time, for a given level of educational 
achievement, and at a given age. One can 
then suppose that p for the next period will 
equal p + (1 — рја, where а is a positive 
coefficient less than 1. Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c 
give the principal results derived from the 
model when the hypotheses and parameters 
that lead to Table 1 are used, and when the 
foregoing dynamic hypothesis is introduced. 
The three parts of Table 2 correspond to the 
distributions that can be obtained for three 
successive time periods. Thus, it can be said 
that Table 1 corresponds to the time period 
to, and that Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c corre- 
spond respectively to the time periods /, , #2, 
and 75.9 

These tables reproduce the structural 
properties that can be observed from school 
records when these provide longitudinal 
data. Two observations are noteworthy: 


(i) From one period to another, the prob- 
ability of attaining the higher levels in 
the educational system is multiplied 
by a coefficient that increases propor- 


tionately with a decrease in social class 
background. 

(ii) However, for a thousand individuals, 
the increase from one period to 
another in the number of additional 
persons who are able to attend college 
is much lower for those of lower social 
class background than for those of 
higher social class background. These 
results are in accordance with the 
empirical data from school statistics. 


We will not give further attention to these 
first two stages of the model. They concern 
the problem treated in this article only to 
the extent that they make it possible to 
determine: 


(i) the change over time in the total 
number of pupils attending school at 
the different educational levels; and 

(ii) the change over time in their social 
composition at each educational level. 


These two points are naturally funda- 
mental for analyzing social mobility in 
industrial societies, since the level of school- 
ing certainly influences the individual's 
social status aspirations. This is why it has 
been necessary to present briefly the part of 
the model dealing with the changes over 
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Table 2. Educational attainment as a function of social class background for three 


successive periods: 11,15 „апа 13. 


Social class background 


C, (upper) C, (middle) С, (lower) 
Educational level (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

(а)г= t, 
1. College graduation 0.2319 1.0001 0.0491 0.9999 0.0092 1.0001 
2. Some college 0.0947 0.7682 0.0490 0.9508 0.0153 0.9909 
3. High school 

graduation 0.0629 0.6735 0.0418 — 0.9018 0.0164 0.9756 
4. More than three years 

of high school 0.1707 0.6106 0.1526 0.8600 0.0832 0.9592 
5. Not more than three 

years of high school 0.2599 0.4399 0.3564 0.7074 0.3360 0.8760 
6. Elementary school 0.1800 0.1800 0.3510 0.3510 0.5400 0.5400 
Total 1.0001 0.9999 1.0001 
(b)t-t, 
1. College graduation 0.2689 1.0002 0.0680 1.0000 0.0151 1.0000 
2. Some college 0.0977 0.7313 0.0584 0.9320 0.0215 0.9849 
3. High school 

graduation 0.0631 0.6336 0.0474 0.8736 0.0217 0.9634 
4. More than three years 

of high school 0.1662 0.5705 0.1629 0.8262 0.1018 0.9417 
5. Not more than three 

years of high school 0.2423 0.4043 0.3474 0.6633 0.3539 0.8399 
6. Elementary school 0.1620 0.1620 0.3159 0.3159 0.4860 0.4860 
Total 1.0002 1.0000 1.0000 
(оу Ета 
1. College graduation 0.3069 1.0001 0.0904 1.0000 0.0233 1.0000 
2. Some college 0.0993 0.6932 0.0676 0.9096 0.0288 0.9767 
3. High school 

graduation 0.0626 0.5939 0.0524 0.8420 0.0277 0.9479 
4. More than three years 

of high school 0.1604 0.5313 0.1703 0.7896 0.1197 0.9202 
5. Not more than three 

years of high school 0.2250 0.3709 0.3350 0.6193 0.3629 0.8005 
6. Elementary school 0.1459 0.1459 0.2843 0.2843 0.4376 0.4376 
Total 1.0001 1.0000 1.0000 


time in unequal educational opportunity. 
Apart from its importance for analyzing 
social mobility, this part of the model can 
help clarify the theory of unequal educa- 
tional opportunity. This point, however, is 
not treated here. 

Let us.take note of one final interesting 
structural characteristic of Tables 1 and 2: 


the rate of growth in school attendance is 
greater, the higher the level of education. 
This result is also consistent with empirical 
data from educational statistics. For most of 
the industrially advanced countries, 
O.E.C.D. has been able to assemble appropri- 
ate statistics showing that the growth rate is 
higher in school enrollment for college level 
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students than for high school. The growth 
rate of high school enrollment is in general 
also greater than for elementary school. 


IIl. EDUCATION AND MOBILITY 


We now take up the third stage of the 
model-building process, which deals directly 
with our problem: namely, the influence of 
growth in rates of school enrollment and 
reduced educational inequality on social 
mobility. In the first two stages of the 
model, the successive cohorts of pupils were 
distributed according to their level of educa- 
tional attainment. The third stage will define 
the mechanism whereby an individual en- 
dowed with a given level of education is 
awarded a given social status. 

With respect to this stage, what hypo- 
theses must be introduced into the model? 
First of all, it can clearly be assumed that to 
some degree the industrial societies are all 
meritocratic. In other words, we will assume 
that, all other things being equal, those in- 
dividuals of the highest level of educational 
attainment will tend to receive the highest 
social status. Later on we will see how this 
theoretical proposition can be given a precise 
form. 

A second hypothesis suggests that, all 
other things being equal, individuals of the 
highest social class background will tend to 
obtain the highest social status. In particular, 
one can assume from the numerous findings 
of sociological investigation that individuals 
with the same level of educational attain- 
ment have a greater chance of achieving high 
social status if they are of high social back- 
ground. In such a case, we will speak of an 
effect of dominance. 

If our objective was to establish an ex- 
haustive theory of social mobility, then yet 
other factors would have to be introduced. 
It is common knowledge, for example, that 
individuals of the same level of schooling 
aim for careers that vary in social status: 
thus, pupils of middle-class background who 
successfully complete high school aim less 
frequently for the prestigious careers, such 
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as medicine and law, than their classmates of 
higher social class background. 

On the other hand, it is clear that ecologi- 
cal factors affect the mobility process; two 
persons with similar individual characteris- 
tics, such as social background, level of 
schooling, course of study, etc., have dif- 
ferent chances of obtaining a given social 
status, depending on the type of environ- 
ment to which they belong. The statistical 
data assembled by O.E.C.D. point to the 
existence of important regional variations in 
educational opportunity even when individ- 
ual characteristics are held constant. 

Let us begin then with the simplest case. 
Geographical mobility can be assumed to be 
sufficiently important that we may neglect 
these ecological factors. Moreover, since the 
question asked here seeks to determine to 
what extent social mobility is affected by 
the increase in rates of school attendance 
and by reduced educational inequality, the 
aforementioned effect of dominance can be 
neglected. We will therefore assume a purely 
meritocratic structure. If expansion in ed- 
ucation and reduction in educational in- 
equality are ever to have an effect on social 
mobility, then it certainly must be in this 
type of society. 

How then can this meritocratic hypo- 
thesis be formalized so as to introduce it 
into the model? To simplify things, it can be 
assumed, as before, that three hierarchically 
ranked social strata can be distinguished: C, 
(higher), C; (middle), and C3 (lower). Let us 
furthermore suppose that the social struc- 
ture changes relatively little over time; that 
is, the distribution of individuals relative to 
the three types of social status is practically 
constant. In the first and second stages of 
the model, we supposed that a cohort of 
pupils finishing elementary school were dis- 
tributed in the following manner: 10,000 at 
Cı, 30,000 at Су, and 60,000 at Сз. To 
simplify things, we will assume that this co- 
hort will have to fill 100,000 social posi- 
tions, of which 10,000 will be at the Су 
level, 30,000 at C2, and 60,000 at Сз. 

Of course, it is hardly realistic to suppose 
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that pupils finishing elementary school will 
enter competition on the labor market at the 
same time; depending on their level of 
schooling, they will enter the job market at 
different times. Let us simply say that the 
model would quickly become complicated if 
it were assumed that the pupils entered the 
labor market at regular intervals, but that 
such an assumption would not modify the 
conclusions of this analysis. 

In order then to give the meritocratic 
hypothesis operational form, it will suffice 
to consider that the pupils will receive their 
social status according to an inegalitarian 
process that will favor those having the high- 
est level of schooling. Thus, at time fo, 
10,000 places are available in C}, whereas 
3,305 individuals from the initial cohort 
reach the highest level of education (see 
Table 1). 


0.1967 X 10,000 + 0.0340 X 30,000 
+ 0.0053 X 60,000 = 3,305 


It will be assumed that a high proportion of 
these individuals, say 70%, will receive С, - 
type social positions. Then, there will re- 
main: 


10,000 – 3,305 X 0.70 = 7,686 


available positions in C,. Next we will as- 
sume that 70% of these positions will go to 
those individuals having achieved an educa- 
tional level just below the highest one. We 
will continue in like manner, assigning the 
remaining social positions in С; to successive 
samples of candidates at lower levels of 
schooling. 

Having completed this procedure for C,, 
we can carry out the same operation for С; 
(middle level of social status) by first taking 
the candidates having the highest level of 
schooling, then those at the next lower level, 
and so on, down to the lowest. Of course, 
one will have to take into account that some 
of these candidates have already been 
located in C,. But here again, it will be 
assumed that what could be called the 
meritocratic parameter is equal to 70%. 
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The distribution mechanism, as can be 
seen, is very simple, and therefore does not 
call for further presentation. Nevertheless, 
take note that in certain cases, it could 
happen that there are fewer social positions 
for a given type of social background than 
there are available candidates. With reference 
to Table 1, it is thus easy to see that for 
period ѓо, the number of pupils leaving high 
school before graduation, that is, 


0.2775 X 10,000 + 0.3609 X 30,000 
* 0.3072 X 60,000 - 32,035 


is higher than the number of available social 
positions in C, after all of the candidates of 
higher educational level have been granted 
places. Let x be this number. We will sup- 
pose that in this case—for logical reasons 
which we cannot develop here—the merito- 
cratic parameter applies to x. The number of 

Су positions left open for those individuals 

who have completed only high school will be 

equal to 0.70x. 

The application of the method just de- 
Scribed leads to the results presented in 
Table 3. This table gives the number of in- 
dividuals who, according to their level of 
schooling, reach each of the three types of 
social status for the four time periods con- 
sidered. The meritocratic parameter is as- 
sumed to equal 70% for each of the four 
periods. The only element that varies from 
one period to another is therefore the dis- 
tribution of the levels of schooling that char- 
acterizes each of the four cohorts. 

The consequences of the general increase 
in levels of schooling on the relationship 
between the level of educational attainment 
and achieved social status are relatively com- 
plex. By examining Table 3, one observes 
the following: 

1. The highest levels of educational achieve- 
ment (ie., S,—college graduation—and 
S;—some undergraduate study) are as- 
sociated with a structure of social oppor- 
tunity that remains stable over time. 

2. The structure of social opportunity as- 
sociated with the educational level 53 
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(i.e., high school graduation) is initially 
constant and just as favorable as the one 
that characterizes the two higher levels. 
Nevertheless, in the last period, this level 
of social opportunity drops considerably: 
those who do not go beyond this educa- 
tional level have a considerably lower 
probability of reaching the highest social 
status, whereas social opportunity at the 
middle and lower levels has grown as a 
consequence. 

3. Social opportunity at the lower levels, 
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such as S4 (i.e., more than three years of 
high school), Ss (i.e., not more than three 
years of high school), and Sg (i.e., ele- 
mentary school), thus deteriorates con- 
tinuously over time. It is noteworthy 
nevertheless that this deterioration is 
greater, the higher the relative level of 
schooling. Thus, for the first period, the 
S, level of schooling is associated with a 
reasonably high (0.2920) probability of 
attaining the high social status level C,. 
For the fourth period, this probability is 


Table 3. Number and proportion of pupils attaining each of the three levels of social status as 
a function of their educational achievement for the four periods ranging from to to 13. 


Social status 
Educational level Total 
to S, 2,313 (0.70000) 694 (0.2100) 298 (0.0900) 3,305 
S, 1,904 (0.70000) 571 (0.2100) 245 (0.0900) 2,720 
5, 1,678 (0.70000) 503 (2.2100) 216 (0.0900) 2:897. 
S, 2,874 (0.2920) 4,878 (0.4956) 2,090 (0.2124) 9,842 
S, 862 (0.0269) 16,345 (0.5102) 14,828 (0.4629) 32,035 
S, 369 (0.0074) 7,009 (0.1410) 42,323 (0.8516) 49,701 
Total 10,000 30,000 60,000 100,000 
ti 5, 3,041 (0.7000) 912 (0.2100) 391 (0.0900) 4,344 
5, 2,334 (0.7000) 701 (0.2100) 300 (0.0900) 3,335 
S, 2,007 (0.7000) 602 (0.2100) 258 (0.0900) 2,867 
S, 1,833 (0.1625) 6,611 (0.5862) 2,833 (0.2512) 11,277 
S, 550 (0.0164) 14,822 (0.4431) 18,077 (0.5404) 33,449 
S, 235 (0.0053) 6,352 (0.1420) 38,141 (0.8527) 44,728 
Total 10,000 30,000 60,000 100,000 
t S, 3,944 (0.7000) 1484 (0.2100) 507 (0.0900) 5,635 
5, 2,813 (0.7000) 844 (0.2100) 362 (0.0900) 4,019 
S, 2,348 (0.7000) 705 (0.2100) 302 (0.0900) 3,355 
5, 627 (0.0495) 8,421 (0.6653) 3,609 (0.2851) 12,657 
5, 188 (0.0055) 13,192 (0.3871) 20,698 (0.6074) 34,078 
5, 80 (0.0020) 5,654 (0.1405) 34,522 (0.8576) 40,256 
Total 10,000 30,000 60,000 100,000 
E S, 5,025 (0.7000) 1,438 (0.2100) 716 (0.0900) 7,179 
5, 3,324 (0.7000) 998 (0.2100) 427 (0.0900) 4,149 
5, 1,156 (0.2995) 1,893 (0.4904) 811 (0.2101) 3,860 
КА 346 (0.0249) 9,484 (0.6825) 4,065 (0.2926) 13,895 
5. 104 (0.0031) 11,331 (0.3325) 22,639 (0.6644) 34,074 
S, 45 (0.0012) 4,856 (0.1340) 31,342 (0.8648) 36,243 
Total 10,000 30,000 60,000 100,000 


194 


more than ten times smaller (0.0249). On 

the other hand, however, deterioration in 

social opportunity for Ss, and above all 
for Ss , occurs more slowly. 

It would, of course, be possible to obtain 
these results by an abstract analysis. We have 
preferred to utilize the simulation method 
(i.e., arithmetic analysis of the model) in 
order to make our demonstration more con- 
crete. Intuitively, one can easily understand 
the reasons for the foregoing phenomenon: 
the social structure (i.e., distribution of 
available social positions) was assumed to be 
stable over time; however, the educational 
structure (i.e., distribution of individuals ac- 
cording to their level of schooling) tended to. 
become clustered near the top; the growth in 
school attendance from one period to anoth- 
er is greater, the higher the level of schooling 
considered. It follows that the most pres- 
tigious social positions available are distrib- 
uted at a rapidly growing rate to those indi- 
viduals of a higher educational level. In time, 
this tendency brings about a sharp deteriora- 
tion in the structure of social opportunity 
associated with the middle educational 
levels, and this deterioration is then slowly 
passed on to the lower levels. 

An examination of the consequences of 
the model in terms of social mobility still 
remains to be carried out. Table 2 gives the 
proportion of individuals for each period 
who, according to their social background, 
reach a given educational level. Table 3, on 
the other hand, gives the proportion of in- 
dividuals who, according to their level of 
educational attainment, reach each of the 
three levels of social status. Since it was 
assumed that achieved social status is deter- 
mined solely by merit, and that the effects 
of dominance are negligible, it is 
possible to construct the matrices of inter- 
generational mobility corresponding to each 
of the four periods, by multiplying the 
matrices in Tables 2 and 3 for each of the 
four periods. The result is presented in Table 
4. One can make the following comments 
about this table. 

1. First, it can be seen, as we predicted, 


BOUDON 


Table 4. Tables of rates of social mobility 
generated by the model for the four periods 
from fg to 13. 


Achieved social status 


Social class 

background С C; С, Тога! 

to с, 0.3039 0.3290 0.3670 0.9999 
С, 0.1299 0.3313 0.5387 0.9999 
с 0.0510 0.2795 0.6697 1.0002 

1, а; 0.3056 0.3226 0.3719 1.0001 
C; 0.1304 0.3266 0.5428 0.9998 
С, 0.0505 0.2829 0.6666 1.0000 

> C, 0.3107 0.3174 0.3722 1.0003 
C; 0.1323 0.3237 0.5440 1.0000 
C, 0.0488 0.2852 0.6660 1.0000 

ty C, 0.3080 0.3198 0.3723 1.0001 
C 0.1319 0.3246 0.5435 1.0000 
С 0.0494 0.2855 0.6650 0.9999 


that the structure of social mobility changes 

very little over time from the first period fo, 

to the last гз. The probabilities contained in 
each of the four tables are practically identi- 
cal from one period to another. This result, 

which can be justified mathematically, has a 

paradoxical appearance. One will recall that 

the results presented in Table 4 are derived 
from the model in which we assumed: 

(a) a rapid growth in school attendance 
between го and гз at the highest ed- 
ucational levels; 

(b) a significant reduction in unequal op- 
portunity in education; and 

(c) ап important change over time of the 
educational structure as contrasted 
with the fixity of the social structure. 

Intuitively, one would be tempted to con- 

clude that these different factors would lead 

to change in the mobility structure. This 
analysis shows, however, that such is not the 
case. The model simultaneously generates 
important changes in the structure of educa- 
tional achievement and educational oppor- 
tunity, but these changes have no effect 
upon the structure of social mobility. 

2. Let us now consider the slight changes 
that occur in the mobility structure between 
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fo and t3. Опе can observe between fo and 
fa a slight tendency for increased self- 
recruitment at the C, level. At the same 
time, the downward mobility from C, (i.e., 
higher social class background) to C; (i.e., 
lower social class background) also increases 
slightly. Conversely, the self-recruitment 
characteristic of C, diminishes between fz 
and f3. In glancing through the four tables it 
therefore becomes apparent that changes in 
the mobility structure both are weak in am- 
plitude and do not follow a definite pattern. 

Why is this? Without going into a mathe- 
matical analysis of this phenomenon, we can 
offer an intuitive explanation. Consider, for 
example, the individuals of a higher social 
background, and examine the effects that 
the structural changes postulated by the 
model between ѓо and f3 have on their social 
opportunity, Between these two extreme 
periods, these individuals reach on an aver- 
age the highest educational levels. Thus, in 
to, 1,967 of 10,000 pupils of higher social 
background reach the highest educational 
level (ће., college graduation); in /з, there 
are 2,689 (see Tables 1 and 2) who do so. It 
of course follows that the number of persons 
who do not graduate from college tends to 
decrease, But, at the same time, because of 
the effects of the generalized increase in 
educational demand, the structure of social 
opportunity for the lower, and especially for 
the middle, educational levels tends to de- 
teriorate over time. Now the numbers of 
pupils of higher social background who 
reach only the middle educational levels is 
quite large between fo and fy. A kind of 
compensation effect occurs that generates 
stability over time in the mobility structure 
characteristic of higher social background in- 
dividuals. Of course, a similar type of analy- 
sis would also be possible for individuals of 
middle and lower social background. In all 
cases, the almost complete stability of the 
mobility structure results from the general- 
ized increase in educational demand, which 
produces complex compensation effects. 

3. Let us return now to Table 3, which 
presents the probabilities of social oppor- 
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tunity at Су оз as a function of educational 
attainment C,..g. This table shows that the 
structures of social opportunity that charac- 
terize the educational levels tend to become 
increasingly differentiated over time. Thus, 
the social opportunity structure remains 
stable for the S, and 5; levels; on the other 
hand, the structure associated with the S; 
and 56 levels deteriorates. This result is con- 
sistent with the conclusions drawn by 
Thurow: the relationship between social 
aspirations and the level of educational 
attainment tends to be more and more clear. 
This factor is probably in part at the root of 
the generalized increase in educational de- 
mand which characterizes industrial soci- 
eties, Nevertheless, the compensation effects 
released by this increase have not produced 
any appreciable change in the structure of 
social mobility. 


CONCLUSION 


It has not been possible in this article for us 
to develop in detail the logical consequences 
and presuppositions of the foregoing model. 
Let us simply say that the set of axioms and 
consequences that define the model appear 
to be consistent with the available empirical 
data for industrial societies. 

The principal conclusion of this article is 
that there is no reason to expect that a 
considerable increase in educational demand, 
which is occurring in industrial societies, is 
connected to an increase in social mobility, 
even if accompanied, as it certainly is, by a 
reduction in unequal educational oppor- 
tunity. The preceding model shows, on the 
contrary, that under extremely general con- 
ditions, the current expansion of education 
is generally consistent with a high level of 
stability in the mobility structure. This con- 
clusion will hold unless unrealistic proposi- 
tions are introduced: for example, that 
reduction of inequality in educational 
opportunity occurs much more rapidly than 
it in fact does; or that the changes in social 
structure, which are due to technological 
change in particular, are extremely rapid (at 
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the same расе as those that characterize 
education). 

Concerning this last point, it should be 
noted that in the presentation of the model 
we have assumed that the social structure is 
fixed in time. This assumption is obviously 
extreme. Technological change is clearly 
capable of bringing about modifications in 
the socio-professional structure by reducing, 
for example, the proportion of unskilled 
jobs. But the important point is that the 
conclusions of the foregoing model hold true 
even if one supposes that the social structure 
changes over time. Thus, one can introduce 
the hypothesis that, from one time period to 
another, the number of available positions of 
higher social status (C,) increases whereas 
the number of positions of lower status (C3) 
decreases. Unless, however, it is also to be 
assumed that changes in social structure are 
as rapid as those in the educational struc- 
ture, one can conclude that the structure of 
mobility must remain practically stable over 
time. 

In summary, then, it can be said that 
under extremely general conditions, expan- 
sion of educational opportunity does not 
bring about a reduction in that distinct and 
essential form of inequality which is the 
inequality of social opportunity (ie., de- 
pendence of a son’s social status upon his 
father’s), even if it is accompanied by re- 
duced inequality in educational opportunity. 
This result will perhaps explain the sur- 
prising conclusion of the well-known work 
on social mobility by Lipset and Bendix. 
When, near the end of the 1950s, these 
authors carried out a study comparing 
mobility in the different industrial societies, 
they concluded that there were similar rates 
of mobility in nations that nonetheless dif- 
fered sharply in many ways, including their 
systems of stratification and education.? 
More than ten years later in a recent article 
in The Public Interest, Lipset confirmed this 
result.1° 

Finally, I would have to agree with 
Thurow’s conclusions: 
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In any case, I would argue that our reliance 
on education as the ultimate public policy 
for curing all problems, economic and social, 
is unwarranted at best and in all probability 
ineffective. 


The expansion of education, if one is to 
believe Thurow’s analysis, has proved inef- 
fective for reducing economic inequality, 
and it has probably not been any more suc- 
cessful in diminishing social immobility. In 
this respect, the principal effect of the in- 
crease in demand for education appears to 
be one of requiring the individual to spend 
more and more time to realize social aspira- 
tions which, themselves, have remained un- 
changed. a 
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INTRODUCTION 


The educational system plays an important 
role in the allocation of personnel to various 
occupational positions. It sorts people ac- 
cording to differences in valued abilities, 
channels them into streams of training which 
develop their capacities, and encourages 
them to aspire to adult roles that are in 
keeping with their talents.! However, many 
factors other than the ability of the student 
influence his eventual educational experi- 
ences and attainments. These include differ- 
ences in the level and quality of education 
available in the country, region, or com- 
munity in which he lives; differential access 
to educational facilities according to his 
social class status, religion, race, and ethnic 
origins; differences in his motivations, 
values, and attitudes; and differences in the 
willingness and ability of his parents and 
significant others to provide the financial 
and psychological supports necessary for the 
maximization of his talent potentials.” 
Turner has distinguished two modes of 
social mobility which are reflected in con- 
trasting strategies of educational selection.? 
Where aristocratic conditions underlie the 
contemporary class structure—as in Britain— 
mobility is sponsored and educational selec- 
tion is overt, systematic, and prompt in the 
school career of an age group of children 
from which an able minority is chosen for 
higher education. In American society, on 


*Paper prepared for the Research Group on the 
Sociology of Education at the Sixth World Con- 
gress of the International Sociological Association, 
Evian, France, September 1966. The research re- 
ported in this paper is financed by a grant from the 
National Institutes of Health, U.S. Public Health 
Service (M-6275). The writers acknowledge the 
services of the University of Wisconsin Computing 
Center and wish to thank Otis Dudley Duncan, 
Archibald O. Haller, and Bruce K. Eckland for 
their helpful comments on an earlier draft of this 
Paper. 


the other hand, an organizing norm of con- 
test mobility is preserved with the aid of a 
tacit, belated, and prolonged selection 
through dropout from college rather than 
from elementary and secondary schools. 
Free education in public schools and the 
prescription of a legally permissible school- 
leaving age have brought about a nearly uni- 
versal pattern of primary and secondary edu- 
cation. High school graduation has become 
the norm of the American population, and 
college education is increasingly common. 
But, there is a point beyond which further 
education is a privilege of some rather than a 
right of all individuals whose intellectual 
capabilities qualify them for continued 
formal education. At the present time, for 
many Americans this point comes at gradua- 
tion from high school. This is indicated by a 
number of studies that have reported that 
many students with high intelligence are un- 
likely to aspire to a college education or to 
go to college—especially if they come from 
families of low socioeconomic status, are 
females, are members of disadvantaged racial 
groups, or come from rural backgrounds.* 
However, the aspirations of many cross- 
pressured individuals (those who are low in 
status but high in ability, or vice versa) are 
encouraged by the ideology of equal oppor- 
tunity and the existence of a great diversity 
of colleges and universities to fit the fi- 
nancial and intellectual capacities of most 
students. Consequently, studies of college 
plans and college attendance have tended to 
stress the influence of socioeconomic status, 
while those of college graduation have 
tended to emphasize the influence of 
ability.’ This is best summarized by Wolfle 
who, after examining the evidence then 
available, reached the conclusion that 


...the probability of enrolling in college 
decreases more sharply as one goes down the 


From Sociology of Education 40 (Winter 1967): 1—23. Reprinted by permission. 
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ability scale for children from economically 
and socially less favored homes than it does 
for children from more favored homes. After 
entering college, the situation changes. The 
student who gets into college has already 
overcome most of whatever handicaps his 
home environment offered; once there, his 
chances of graduating are much more de- 
pendent upon his ability and much less upon 
his family background than were his chances 
of getting into college in the first place.® 


More recently Eckland, in his review of 
twenty-four studies published during the last 
fifteen years, observes that even when a posi- 
tive relationship has been found between 
social class and college graduation, some re- 
searchers have tended to reach an interpreta- 
tion similar to Wolfle’s.7 Eckland doubted 
the validity of this conclusion because most 
of these studies had been based on graduates 
from a single college and, consequently, did 
not include those students who entered the 
particular college, dropped out, enrolled in 
another college, and eventually graduated. In 
his follow-up study of male students in the 
freshman class of 1952 at the University of 
Illinois, over 70% of the dropouts had re- 
turned either to that university or had 
entered another college at some time during 
a ten-year period and about 55% of those 
who re-entered college eventually graduated. 
He found that social class was an important 
determinant of who will transfer or return to 
college and, consequently, of eventual col- 
lege graduation. Scholastic ability, however, 
continued to play an important part in de- 
termining graduation from college.® 

It seems that a student’s persistence in his 
educational pursuit even in the face of aca- 
demic failure plays an important part in the 
selective mechanism of the educational sys- 
tem. Up to high school graduation, per- 
sistence in educational pursuits may be 
merely an outcome of the legal structure as 
reflected in free and compulsory education 
up to a certain level and the prescription of a 
minimum school-leaving age. But at the 
college level, it may be greatly influenced by 

social origins because a determined student 
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of modest ability but high status may 
ultimately find an institution where he will 
not be weeded out; or a student of low 
socioeconomic status but superior ability 
may find an institution in which he will be 
given adequate opportunities and motivation 
to succeed in higher studies. Thus, the ques- 
tion of the relation of socioeconomic status 
and of ability to educational selection 
should be examined through time by follow- 
ing a cohort of students wherever they go 
for higher education, rather than by looking 
at the product of a single institution. 

While there are local, statewide, and 
national studies that have attempted to 
examine the influences of socioeconomic 
status and ability on educational aspirations 
and achievements of students, past studies 
are deficient because of inadequate samples, 
failure to take account of those who 
dropped out, and insufficient follow-up to 
relate eventual educational attainment to 
either ability or status. Therefore, there is 
great need to determine the relative influ- 
ences of socioeconomic status and ability at 
successive stages in the educational career of 
a large and representative cohort. Another 
advantage in studying the educational attain- 
ments of a cohort over time is that such a 
procedure provides an indirect control for 
those many events that influence in common 
the educational careers of all members of the 
cohort. The purpose of this study is to deter- 
mine the relative influence of socioeconomic 
status and measured intelligence on the 
attainment of higher education for a ran- 
domly selected cohort of Wisconsin high 
school seniors during a seven-year period 
after their graduation from high school 
(1957-1964). A major advantage of this 
study over past research is that it presents a 
comparative picture of the influences of 
socioeconomic status and intelligence on the 
educational attainments of a large cohort of 
youth who pursued their higher education at 
diverse institutions over a period of years. 
Moreover, the statistical analysis followed in 
this paper permits not only the demarcation 
of certain subpopulations of socioeconomic 
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status and intelligence which vary in educa- 
tional plans and attainments, but also pro- 
vides estimates of the direct and indirect 
effects of socioeconomic status and intelli- 
gence at successive stages in the educational 
careers of males and females separately. 

The use of Wisconsin students for a study 
of this kind is, of course, less ideal than 
would be a large, randomly selected cohort 
of the nation’s students chosen at some 
point earlier in the educational process than 
graduation from high school. Wisconsin, 
however, is in many ways a good state for a 
study of the educational attainment of high 
school youth. Its holding power over its 
school children is very high; more than 88% 
of its 16-17 year olds were in school in 
1960.° Thus, the high school senior class 
retains a more representative body of stu- 
dents of all ability and socioeconomic levels 
than would be true in states where the drop- 
out rate is higher. Moreover, Wisconsin pro- 
vides greatly diversified opportunities for 
higher education with a large and prestigious 
state university, which includes not only its 
Madison and Milwaukee campuses but also a 
statewide network of university centers 
offering first- and second-year college level 
courses, a state college system consisting of 
nine four-year colleges offering a full range 
of curricula at low cost, a large urban Cath- 
olic university, and thirteen accredited 
private liberal arts colleges. It can be truly 
said that Wisconsin provides facilities of 
higher education suitable for most levels of 
ability if not for all levels of socioeconomic 
Status, 


PURPOSES AND STATISTICAL 
TECHNIQUES 


The specific purposes of this paper are as 
follows: 


(1) To examine the association of socio- 
economic status with college plans, college 
attendance, and college graduation for a 
cohort of Wisconsin youth; 

(2) To examine the association of mea- 


sured intelligence with college plans, college 
attendance, and college graduation in this 
cohort; 

(3) To examine the association of socio- 
economic status with college plans, college 
attendance, and college graduation for vari- 
ous categories of measured intelligence in 
this cohort; 

(4) To examine the association of mea- 
sured intelligence with college plans, college 
attendance, and college graduation for vari- 
ous socioeconomic categories in this cohort; 

(5) To obtain relative estimates of the 
magnitude of the direct and indirect effects 
of socioeconomic status and measured intel- 
ligence on college plans, college attendance, 
and college graduation for this cohort; and 

(6) To examine the association of socio- 
economic status and measured intelligence 
with college graduation for those members 
of the cohort who attended college. 


The accomplishment of these purposes 
will require the use of several statistical pro- 
cedures. For purposes (1) and (2), bivariate 
tables will be constructed showing the 
proportions with college plans, college atten- 
dance, and college graduation. For purposes 
(3) and (4), multiple cross-tabular analysis 
will be employed. This will result in tables 
that give the proportions with college plans 
and various levels of educational attainment 
for each combination of socioeconomic 
status and intelligence categories. The statis- 
tical significance of the associations will be 
determined by the chi-square test using the 
05 probability level. To summarize the 
cross-tabular analysis, unweighted effect 
parameters will be computed. This statistic, 
developed by Coleman, provides a simple, 
convenient estimate of the effect of the 
independent variables on the dependent vari- 
able in a multivariate table and is based on 
percentage differences between ordered or 
continuous categories.° For purpose (5), 
the method of path analysis, developed by 
the geneticist Wright, and recently intro- 
duced into sociology by Boudon and by 
Duncan, will be used." Path analysis pro- 
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vides a convenient and efficient method for 
determining the direct and indirect effects of 
each of the independent variables in a causal 
chain composed of standardized variables in 
a closed system. These effects are expressed 
in path coefficients which are the partial 
beta-weights of all of the preceding indepen- 
dent variables on the successive dependent 
variables in the system. For purpose (6), 
multiple cross-tabular analysis, effect param- 
eters, and path coefficients will be em- 
ployed. 

Throughout the analysis, separate tabula- 
tions will be made for males and females 
because of known differences in their pro- 
pensity to pursue higher education as well as 
likely differences in the influences of socio- 
economic status and intelligence on their 
educational plans and attainments. 


THE DATA 


The data for the present study come from 
two sources: (1) a questionnaire survey of all 
high school seniors in Wisconsin public, pri- 
vate, and parochial schools in 1957!2 and 
(2) a follow-up study conducted in 1964— 
1965 of approximately a one-third sample of 
these students. The 1957 survey included 
information on a number of particulars 
including the student's educational and voca- 
tional plans, the socioeconomic status of his 
family, his high school record and course of 
study, educational attitudes of the student 
and his family, his parent's name and 
address, and similar matters. In the summer 
of 1964, seven years after the students were 
in the senior class of high school, a follow-up 
study was made of a random sample of 
10,321 students. The purpose of the follow- 
up study was to obtain information on the 
educational and occupational attainments of 
the students since high school graduation. 
The follow-up study was conducted by 
means of a mailed questionnaire and by tele- 
phone interviews. A postage-paid, double 
post-card questionnaire was sent to the 
parents of the students at their 1957 
address. One side of the post card gave a 
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brief explanation of the purposes of the 
study and asked the parents' cooperation in 
providing information on their child's educa- 
tional and occupational activities since high 
school; the other side contained the ques- 
tions the parents were to answer." If the 
parents did not respond to the first question- 
naire within a month after it was mailed out, 
a second post-card questionnaire stamped 
“Urgent Second Request" was sent. Non- 
respondents to this second request were sent 
a third questionnaire marked “Urgent Third 
Request. Those who did not respond to 
the third request were written a personal 
letter on university stationery urging their 
participation, and were given another copy 
of the postage-paid questionnaire. Those 
who did not respond to this letter were 
interviewed by telephone, whenever a tele- 
phone number could be found. For the ques- 
tionnaires returned by the post office be- 
cause they were undeliverable for want of 
proper addresses, accurate up-to-date ad- 
dresses were obtained, where possible, (rom 
Wisconsin tax rolls, and the process was 
begun over again. By these methods 91.1% 
of the parents were reached, and 95.8% of 
those reached furnished the information 
requested. Thus, responses were obtained for 
9007 or 87.2% of the one-third sample used 
in the original survey. Various tabulations 
comparing known characteristics of the stu- 
dents indicate nonsignificant differences 
between those for whom responses were 
obtained and those for whom responses were 
lacking.'* 

The variables employed in this paper are 
sex of the student, the socioeconomic status 
of the student’s family of origin, the stu- 
dent’s measured intelligence, the student’s 
college plans, the student’s college atten- 
dance, the student’s college graduation, and 
a summary measure of the student’s educa- 
tional attainment. Information for the first 
four variables came from the 1957 survey; 
the educational attainment information was 
based on the 1964 follow-up study. 

The variable socioeconomic status (X) is 
based on a weighted combination of father's 
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occupation, father’s formal educational 
level, mother’s formal educational level, an 
estimate of the funds the family could pro- 
vide if the student were to attend college, 
the degree of sacrifice this would entail for 
the family, and the approximate wealth and 
income status of the student’s family. The 
sample was divided into four roughly equal 
groups, labeled High, Upper Middle, Lower 
Middle, and Low in socioeconomic status. 

The variable intelligence (X?) is based on 
scores on the Henmon-Nelson Test of Mental 
Maturity which is administered annually to 
all high school juniors in Wisconsin.'ó The 
categories used represent the division of the 
sample into approximately equal fourths in 
measured intelligence, according to estab- 
lished statewide norms, labeled High, Upper 
Middle, Lower Middle, and Low. 

The variable college plans (Хз) is based 
on a statement by the student when he was a 
senior in high school that he definitely 
planned to enroll in a degree-granting college 
or university (or one whose credits are 
acceptable for advanced standing by the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin). 


The variable college attendance (X4) indi- 
cates that the student had enrolled in a 
degree-granting college or university (or one 
whose credits are acceptable for advanced 
standing by the University of Wisconsin) at 
some time between 1957 and 1964. It in- 
cludes those who had graduated as well as 
those who had not yet received a bachelor's 
degree. 

The variable college graduation (Xs) 
means that the student had obtained a 
bachelor's degree.!? 

The variable educational attainment (X6), 
used only in the path analysis, indicates the 
level of higher education attained by the 
student. It is scored as follows: did not 
attend college (0), attended college, but did 
not graduate (1), and graduated from college 


(2). 


RESULTS 


Table 1 shows the percentage of Wisconsin 
male and female high school seniors who 
planned on college in 1957, the percentage 
who actually attended college, and the per- 


Table 1. Percentage Who Planned on College, Attended College, and Graduated from College, 
by Socioeconomic Status and by Intelligence, Separately for Males and Females* (Total 


Cohort) 
Males Females 
Planned Graduated Planned Graduated 
Socioeconomic on Attended from on Attended from 
status levels college college college N college ^ college college N 

Low 14.8 20.5 7.5 ( 972) 7.9 8.5 27 (1,101) 
Lower Middle 26.8 33.8 142 (1,152) 204 21.2 79 (1,194) 
Upper Middle 39.3 44.6 21.7 (1,155) 29.3 30.5 124 (1,195) 
High 66.3 734 42.1 (1,107) 60.2 62.6 35.0 (1,131) 

Total 37.4 43.7 21.8 (4,386) 29.5 30.7 14.5 (4,621) 
Intelligence Levels 
Low 12.2 15.0 3.2 (1,070) 10.5 114 1,8) 122) 
Lower Middle 254 33.5 11.5 (1,100) 20.9 22.5 74 (1,205) 
Upper Middle 45.5 51.0 23.9 (1,083) 33.7 34.7 16.1 (1,183) 
High 65.2 73.8 41. (1,133) 53.3 54.9 33.5 (1,111) 

Total 37.4 43.7 21.8 (4,386) 29.5 30.7 14.5 (4,621) 


* All x? % for each column in this table are significant beyond the 0.05 level. 
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centage who graduated from college for each 
of the categories of socioeconomic status 
and intelligence. Among males 37.4%, 
regardless of their socioeconomic status, 
planned to attend college at the time they 
were still seniors in high school, but only 
14.8% of those of low socioeconomic status, 
in comparison with 66.3% of those with high 
socioeconomic status, indicated such plans. 
Likewise, 29.5% of all females planned on 
college but only 7.9% of those with low 
socioeconomic status, in comparison with 
60.2% of those with high socioeconomic 
status, had such plans. 

The picture is essentially the same when 
the students are classified by intelligence 
levels (Table 1). While only 12.2% of the 
males in the low quarter of the intelligence 
distribution planned to attend college, 
65.2% of those in the high quarter had col- 
lege plans. Of the girls in the low quarter of 
the intelligence distribution, 10.5% had 
planned on college, while 53.3% of those in 
the high quarter had college plans. As with 
socioeconomic status, for both males and 
females, there is not a single exception to 
the rule—the higher the intelligence level the 
higher the proportion who had planned on 
college. 

Exactly the same relationship is found for 
both socioeconomic status and intelligence 
with college attendance and college gradua- 
tion. Of the males in the low socioeconomic 
status category, 20.5% attended college and 
7.5% graduated, while 73.4% of the high 
socioeconomic status males attended and 
42.1% graduated. For females, in the low 
socioeconomic status category, 8.5% at- 
tended college and 2.7% graduated, while in 
the high socioeconomic status category, 
62.6% attended and 35.0% graduated. In the 
low intelligence category, 15.0% of the 
males attended college and 3.2% graduated, 
in contrast to 73.8% and 47.2%, respec- 
tively, of the males in the high intelligence 
category. For females, 11.4% of the low 
intelligence category attended college and 
1.8% graduated, while for the high intelli- 


SEWELL AND SHAH 


gence category 54.9% attended and 33.5% 
graduated. 

Thus, when the educational progress of 
the whole cohort is examined through time, 
it is apparent that both socioeconomic 
origins and intelligence are significantly asso- 
ciated not only with plans for higher educa- 
tion but also with progress through the 
system of higher education. 

Several other points should be made. The 
first is that progress through the system is by 
no means automatic. Whereas 43.7% of the 
total male cohort attended college, only 
21.8% (less than half of those who had 
attended college) had graduated by 1964. 
For the females, the respective figures are 
30.7% attended and 14.5% graduated. 

Second, in all socioeconomic and intelli- 
gence categories females are less likely than 
males to have planned on college or to have 
attended college or to have completed col- 
lege. This trend reflects the normative differ- 
entiation of male and female roles in 
American society. Although the proportion 
of women joining the labor force is higher 
now than ever in the past, there is still a 
prevalent norm that seems to lead many 
women to choose their household role as 
primary, and their occupational role as occa- 
sional, part-time and secondary. Unless 
women are strongly committed to a profes- 
sional occupation as a full-time career, they 
are less likely than men to be oriented 
toward higher education. Also, it is apparent 
from the results already reported that socio- 
economic status is of greater significance to 
the educational plans and attainments of 
females than of males, and that intelligence 
seems to be somewhat more decisive for 
males than for females. 

Finally, perceptive readers will have 
noted some discrepancy between the plans 
and the actual college attendance of the stu- 
dents in the cohort. In general, a slightly 
larger proportion of both males and females 
in each category of socioeconomic status 
and intelligence actually attended college 
than had said in 1957 that they planned to 


SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND THE ATTAINMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 203 


go to college. This reflects the fact that the 
1957 responses were to a question about 
definite plans to attend college. Doubtless 
some of the students who were still uncer- 
tain were reluctant to say that they had 
definite plans. Since there is less discrepancy 
in females’ college plans and college atten- 
dance in each category of family socio- 
economic status and intelligence than among 
the males in the respective categories, the 
plans of the female seniors were more real- 
istic than those of the male seniors. This 
may in part have been due to the uncer- 
tainties that the males had about fulfilling 
their compulsory military obligations. 

Since both socioeconomic status and 
intelligence are related to college plans, col- 
lege attendance, and college graduation of 
both males and females, as shown by the 
analysis thus far, the influence of socio- 
economic status on the educational attain- 
ments of the cohort at each of the successive 
stages should be examined while controlling 
for intelligence. Likewise, the influence of 
intelligence on educational attainment 
should be examined while controlling for 
socioeconomic status. The results of this 
analysis for college plans, college attendance, 
and college graduation are shown separately 
for males and females in Tables 2-4. 

Table 2 presents the percentages of male 
and female students who planned on college 
by socioeconomic status and intelligence. 
The percentages shown in each cell of this 
and subsequent tables are based on the N's 
given in the parentheses in the respective 
cells. For example, among 363 low socio- 
economic status males who are also low in 
intelligence, only 4.7% had planned on col- 
lege, while 85.8% of the 442 high socio- 
economic status males who are high in 
intelligence had college plans. Similarly, 
among the 411 females who are low in socio- 
economic status and low in intelligence, 
2.7% had planned on college, while among 
458 high socioeconomic status females who 
are also high in intelligence, 72.7% had 
planned on college. Reading the table in this 


way, it is observed that there is a positive, 
monotonic, and statistically significant rela- 
tionship between socioeconomic status and 
college plans of males and females in each 
category of intelligence. 

A similar relationship holds between 
intelligence and college plans of males and 
females in each category of socioeconomic 
status. Looking at the differences in the per- 
centages of the lowest and the highest cate- 
gories of socioeconomic status, it is found 
that the higher the level of intelligence, the 
greater the influence of socioeconomic 
status on college plans of both males and 
females. Similarly, looking at the difference 
in the percentages of the lowest and the 
highest categories of intelligence, it is 
apparent that the higher the level of socio- 
economic status, the greater the influence of 
intelligence on college plans of males and 
females. The cross-pressured cells are partic- 
ularly noteworthy in that high socio- 
economic status males in the low intelligence 
category are a little less likely to plan on 
college (28.4%) than are highly intelligent 
males who are low in socioeconomic status 
(33.6%), while high socioeconomic status 
females who are low in intelligence (30.2%) 
are more likely to plan on college than are 
highly intelligent females who are low in 
socioeconomic status (26.1%). 

From the cross-tabular analysis there is a 
monotonic relationship between the com- 
bined effects of socioeconomic status and 
intelligence on college plans of both males 
and females. The effect parameters given at 
the bottom of the table indicate that on the 
whole the plans of the male seniors are 
slightly more influenced by their intelligence 
than by their socioeconomic status (intelli- 
gence, .144; socioeconomic status, .131). On 
the other hand, the plans of the female 
seniors are more affected by their socio- 
economic status than by their intelligence 
(intelligence, .105; socioeconomic status, 
.140). 

From Table 3 it is observed that in each 
category of socioeconomic status and intelli- 
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gence, more men than women actually 
attended college. The relationship of socio- 
economic status to college attendance is 
positive, monotonic, and statistically signifi- 
cant for both males and females in each 
category of intelligence. Similarly, without 
any exception the relationship of intelli- 
gence to college attendance is positive, 
monotonic, and statistically significant for 
both males and females in each category of 
socioeconomic status. While only 6.3% of 
males with low intelligence and low socio- 
economic status attended college, 90.7% of 
males with high intelligence and high socio- 
economic status attended college. A similar 
trend holds for females: only 3.7% of 
females with low intelligence and low socio- 
economic status attended college, but 76.4% 
of females with high intelligence and high 
socioeconomic status attended. The com- 
bined effect of socioeconomic status and 
intelligence on college attendance is mono- 
tonic for both males and females. However, 
the percentages in the cross-pressured cells— 
namely, the low socioeconomic status but 
high intelligence category and the low intelli- 
gence but high socioeconomic status cate- 
gory—are noteworthy. Of the males with 
high intelligence but low socioeconomic 
status, 52.4% attended college. The corre- 
sponding figure for males with high socio- 
economic status but low intelligence is 
38.8%. Of the females with high socio- 
economic status but low intelligence, 33.3% 
attended college as compared with 27.5% of 
females with high intelligence but low socio- 
economic status. Thus, the influence of 
intelligence on college attendance appears to 
be greater for males than for females, while 
the influence of socioeconomic status on 
college attendance is greater for females than 
for males. This is apparent also from the 
magnitudes of the effect parameters in this 
table. For males, the effect of intelligence 
(.166) is greater than the effect of socio- 
economic status (.134) on college atten- 
dance. For females, the effect of family 
socioeconomic status (.146) is greater than 
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the effect of intelligence (.105) on college 
attendance. 

From Table 4, it is observed that the 
association of socioeconomic status with 
college graduation continues to be positive, 
monotonic, and statistically significant for 
both males and females in each of the intelli- 
gence categories. Similarly, the association 
of intelligence with college graduation also 
continues to be positive, monotonic, and 
Statistically significant for both males and 
females in each of the socioeconomic status 
categories. However, it seems that low level 
of intelligence rather than low level of socio- 
economic status is the greater limitation in 
obtaining a college degree in the case of both 
males and females. This is evident in that 
only 10.5% of the males in the high socio- 
economic status-low intelligence category 
graduated from college as against almost 
twice that proportion (20.1%) in the low 
socioeconomic status-high intelligence cate- 
gory. The same holds true for females; while 
7.9% of females in the high socioeconomic 
status-low intelligence category graduated 
from college, 13.8% in the low socio- 
economic status-high intelligence category 
graduated. Although the over-all effect of 
intelligence on college graduation is greater 
among males (.123) than among females 
(.083), the magnitude of the effect of socio- 
economic status on graduation is almost the 
same for both males and females (.081 and 
.077, respectively). In terms of the relative 
influence of socioeconomic status and intel- 
ligence on college graduation, it seems that 
the males are somewhat more affected by 
intelligence than socioeconomic status, but 
the females are almost equally affected by 
intelligence and socioeconomic status. 

The results of the cross-tabular analysis 
and the effect parameters presented in 
Tables 2-4 clearly indicate that both socio- 
economic status and intelligence continue to 
be associated with the progress of the 1957 
cohort of Wisconsin high school seniors 
through the educational system at every 
Successive stage, beginning with plans for 
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college, through college attendance, to 
college graduation. A comparison of the 
effect parameters reveals differences in the 
relative magnitude of the effects of socio- 
economic status and intelligence on the 
various levels of educational attainment. 
There are also sex differences; the college 
plans of males are more influenced by their 
intelligence level than by their socio- 
economic status, but the plans of females are 
more affected by their socioeconomic status 
than by their intelligence. This pattern con- 
tinues for college attendance. But for college 
graduation the influence of intelligence is 
greater than that of socioeconomic status for 
males, while socioeconomic status and intel- 
ligence are about equally effective for 
females. On the basis of these findings, 
neither socioeconomic status nor intelligence 
can be discounted as influences on higher 
education at any stage in the process when 
the cohort is studied through time. 

Although the results of the cross-tabular 
analysis are useful in mapping out the 
separate and joint effects of socioeconomic 
status and intelligence on college plans and 
various attainment levels in higher educa- 
tion, and although the effect parameters 
provide a summary picture of the cross- 
tabular analysis, there is still need for a more 
precise estimation of the relative influence 
of these variables in terms of a standardized 
measure that is strictly comparable from one 
stage to another and that takes into account 
the full range of the available data. As men- 
tioned earlier, the path coefficients are 
appropriate measures for this purpose. The 
relative influence of socioeconomic status 
and intelligence on college plans at succes- 
sive levels of higher education is examined in 
two separate path analyses—by first con- 
sidering each stage separately, and then by 
considering stages in the educational pursuit 
of the total cohort. Figures 1 and 2 present 
this analysis.'® 

The simple path diagrams shown in 
Figure 1 indicate the influence of socio- 
economic status and intelligence on each of 
the three dependent variables—college plans, 
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college attendance, and college gradua- 
tion.? To illustrate, the first path diagram 
on the left side of the page shows that for 
males the influence of socioeconomic status 
on college plans, controlling for intelligence, 
is .32 while the influence of intelligence on 
college plans, controlling for socioeconomic 
status, is .34. Thus, each is about equally 
important as a determinant of college 
plans.?° 

Figure 1 shows that the independent 
influence of intelligence is greater than the 
independent influence of socioeconomic 
status on college plans, college attendance, 
and college graduation of males, but that the 
reverse is the pattern in the case of females; 
the independent influence of socioeconomic 
status is greater than the independent influ- 
ence of intelligence on college plans, college 
attendance, and college graduation of 
females. The magnitude of the influence of 
intelligence increases slightly from college 
plans to college attendance, but the magni- 
tude of the influence of socioeconomic 
status decreases at each successive stage in 
the educational pursuit of males. Although 
the magnitude of the influence of socio- 
economic status is almost identical for 
college plans and college attendance and de- 
creases for college graduation for females, 
the magnitude of the influence of intelli- 
gence on college plans, college attendance, 
and college graduation remains about the 
same. This is essentially what was found 
when the cross-classification tables and 
effect parameters were observed; path coeffi- 
cients, however, give a more precise state- 
ment of the independent effects of the two 
variables at different points in the higher 
education process. 

The path diagrams in Figure 2 give a 
comprehensive picture of the direct and 
indirect influences of socioeconomic status 
and intelligence on the attainment of higher 
education. Several points may be noted from 
Figure 2. First, the association between 
college plans and educational attainment is 
stronger than the association of either socio- 
economic status or intelligence with college 
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Figure 1. Path Diagrams Showing the Influence of Socioeconomic Status and Intelligence on 
College Plans, College Attendance, and College Graduation, for Males and Females. 


plans or with educational attainment for 
both males and females. Second, there is a 
stronger net association between college 
plans and educational attainment for females 
(.67) than for males (.55). Third, for males 
the direct effect of socioeconomic status on 
the attainment of higher education is smaller 


than the direct effect of intelligence, al- 
though the indirect effects are approxi- 
mately equal. But for females, both the 
direct and the indirect effects of socio- 
economic status are larger than the direct 
and the indirect effects of intelligence on 
educational attainment. In summary, the 
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Figure 2, Path Diagrams Showing the Influence of Socioeconomic Status and Intelligence on 
the Attainment of Higher Education by Sex (Total Cohort). 


preceding analysis suggests that both socio- 
economic status and intelligence continue to 
influence the educational attainment of the 
1957 cohort of Wisconsin high school 
seniors—through their direct effects on each 
step in the process of higher education and 
through indirect effects on college gradua- 
tion via their effects on college plans and 
college attendance. 

Although the results of all of the analysis 
thus far point unequivocally to the con- 
tinuing influence of both socioeconomic 
status and intelligence on each stage in the 
higher education process through both direct 
and indirect causal paths, another question 
raised by the literature remains to be 
answered. This is Wolfle’s observation that 
whereas socioeconomic status plays an 
important part in who goes to college, once 
one has cleared the hurdle of college en- 
trance, socioeconomic status sharply 
declines as a factor in college graduation, 
and intelligence becomes the determining 
factor?! This idea, of course, is based оп 


the assumption that a good deal of socio- 
economic selection has already taken place in 
determining who enters college, and that se- 
lection from this point on is largely based on 
performance, which presumably would be 
powerfully affected by intelligence. To test 
Wolfle's observation, a table has been pre- 
pared for both sexes showing college gradua- 
tion by socioeconomic status and intelli- 
gence but based only on those students 
(1,916 males and 1,420 females) who 
actually entered college. 

The relative influence of socioeconomic 
status and intelligence on college graduation 
for those who attended college is shown in 
Table 5, and is illustrated in the simple path 
diagrams at the bottom of Figure 1. From 
the table, it is seen that even for this group 
both socioeconomic status and intelligence 
continue to have considerable influence on 
college graduation. For example, only 4.4% 
of males in the low intelligence-low socio- 
economic status category graduated from 
college, while 70.6% of males in the high 
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intelligence-high socioeconomic status cate- 
gory graduated. Similarly, while only 6.7% 
of females in the low intelligence-low socio- 
economic status category graduated from 
college, 66.9% of females in the high intelli- 
gence-high socioeconomic status category 
graduated. Except for three out of a total of 
thirty-two cells in this table, the pattern of 
relationship between socioeconomic status 
and college graduation is generally positive, 
monotonic, and statistically significant for 
both males and females in each category of 
intelligence. Likewise, except for males in 
the low socioeconomic status category, the 
relationship between intelligence and college 
graduation is positive, monotonic, and statis- 
tically significant for both males and females 
in each category of socioeconomic status. 
However, looking at the proportion of 
college graduates in the extremely cross- 
pressured cells, it becomes apparent that 
intelligence has a greater influence than 
socioeconomic status. Whereas 26.9% of 
males who are low in intelligence but high in 
socioeconomic status graduated from 
college, 38.5% of males who are low in 
socioeconomic status but high in intelligence 
graduated. Similarly, whereas 23.8% of 
females who are low in intelligence but high 
in socioeconomic status graduated from 
college, 50.0% of females who are low in 
socioeconomic status but high in intelligence 
graduated. The comparative magnitudes of 
the effect parameters indicate that the over- 
all influence of intelligence is much greater 
than that of socioeconomic status for both 
males and females. The path coefficients 
indicate the same thing. Thus, these findings 
support the conclusion arrived at by Wolfle 
fifteen years ago. The fact that the magni- 
tude of the effect of intelligence on college 
graduation among those who attended 
college is about the same as that for the total 
cohort suggests that Wolfle’s statement 
regarding the increasing importance of 
ability on educational achievement among 
those who attend college may somewhat 
overstate the importance of intelligence. But 
the much smaller magnitude of the effect of 
socioeconomic status on college graduation 
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among those who attended college than for 
the total cohort is in agreement with his 
observation that the influence of socio- 
economic status tends to decrease once 
college is entered. Nevertheless, it should be 
noted that along with intelligence, socio- 
economic status continues to influence 
college graduation even after socioeconomic 
selection has taken place in the process of 
determining who will attend college. 

Thus, all of the analysis reported in this 
paper points to the conclusion that one's 
socioeconomic origins exert a continuing 
influence on the process of educational 
selection beginning with planning to enter 
college, attending college, and, finally, 
graduation from college. Also, one's intelli- 
gence has a similar influence as one passes 
from one stage to the next in the process. 
Whereas males are more influenced by intel- 
ligence than by socioeconomic origins and 
females are more influenced by socio- 
economic origins than Бу intelligence 
throughout the process of selection in higher 
education, both factors continue to operate 
on both sexes.” 

Perhaps the most critical factor in the 
process of obtaining higher education is the 
decision to plan on and to enter college. At 
this point, over a fourth of the high ability 
males (those in the top quarter of the intelli- 
gence distribution) and almost half of the 
high ability females drop out of the process 
by not planning on or not entering college. 
Socioeconomic origins powerfully affect 
these decisions of high ability youth of both 
sexes; just over half (52.4%) of the high 
ability males of low socioeconomic status 
enroll in college in comparison with 90.7% 
of the high status males of equal ability; for 
females the corresponding percentages are 
27.5 and 76.4 (Table 3). Moreover, the yield 
of college graduates from high ability males 
is only 20.1% for those with low socio- 
economic status origins in comparison with 
64.0% from those with high socioeconomic 
status backgrounds; for females the yields of 
college graduates are 13.8 and 51.1%, respec- 
tively (Table 4). Even if only those who 
enter college are considered, socioeconomic 


SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND THE ATTAINMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 213 


status exerts a powerful influence; only 
38.5% of the high ability males who are low 
in socioeconomic status graduate in compari- 
son with 70.6% of those of equal ability but 
high in socioeconomic status. For females 
the respective figures are 50.0 and 66.9% 
(Table 5). Similar trends hold for less able 
youth, 

From all of this evidence it seems clear 
that although intelligence plays an important 
role in determining which students will be 
selected for higher education, socioeconomic 
status never ceases to be an important factor 
in determining who shall be eliminated from 
the contest for higher education in this 
cohort of Wisconsin youth. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


This study of a randomly selected cohort of 
Wisconsin high school seniors over a seven- 
year period (1957-1964) shows that both 
socioeconomic status and intelligence are 
related to planning on college, college atten- 
dance, and college graduation for both sexes. 
When intelligence is controlled in multi- 
variate tables, socioeconomic status is posi- 
tively, monotonically, and significantly 
related to planning on college, college atten- 
dance, and college graduation for both sexes. 
Similarly, when socioeconomic status is 
controlled, intelligence is positively, 
monotonically, and significantly related to 
planning on college, college attendance, and 
college graduation for both sexes. On the 
whole, the relative effect of socioeconomic 
status is greater than is the effect of intelli- 
gence for females, while the relative effect of 
intelligence is greater than is the effect of 
socioeconomic status for males. This is true 
whether effect parameters or path coeffi- 
cients are used to measure the effects. 

When the whole process is studied by 
means of path analysis, both socioeconomic 
status and intelligence have direct effects on 
planning on college, college attendance, and 
college graduation, and considerable indirect 
effects on the level of educational attain- 
ment through their effects on college plans. 
Again this is true for both males and females 


although there are differences in the magni- 
tude of these effects by sex. 

When only those who attended college 
are included in the analysis, it is clear that 
intelligence is much more important than 
socioeconomic status in determining who 
will eventually graduate. Prior socio- 
economic selection has already exerted 
much of its influence on who attends 
college. After this point intelligence, proba- 
bly as it is reflected in performance, is more 
important. However, even among this group 
socioeconomic status continues to exert an 
influence that is independent of intelligence 
in determining college graduation for both 
sexes. In general, these findings confirm and 
extend those of previous research by Wolfle, 
Eckland, and others, and should be of signif- 
icance not only to those interested in higher 
education, but also to students of social 
mobility. 

There are, of course, many other interest- 
ing ways in which socioeconomic status and 
intelligence may be examined in relation to 
the process of selection in higher education. 
For example, it would be most instructive to 
look at the differences in the quality of 
colleges that students with different back- 
grounds and abilities attend. It would also be 
useful to investigate the differences in the 
patterns by which the college degree is 
eventually obtained by students of different 
socioeconomic and intelligence levels—that 
is, whether they differ in the number of 
colleges they will attend or the length of 
time they will remain in college to obtain a 
degree. It would also be interesting to 
examine how factors other than socio- 
economic status and intelligence may inter- 
vene and shape the educational progress of 
the student. These and other problems will 
be investigated in other papers based on the 
data of this research project. 


NOTES 


1. Pitirim A. Sorokin, Social Mobility, New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1927, ch. 9, and Talcott 
Parsons, “The School Class As a Social System: 
Some of its Functions in American Society,” Har- 
vard Educational Review, 29 (1959), pp. 297—318. 
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2. There is a vast literature in this regard. Refer- 
ences to these studies are given in: William H. 
Sewell, Archie O. Haller, and Murray A. Straus, 
“Social Status and Educational and Occupational 
Aspiration," American Sociological Review, 22 
(February, 1957), pp. 67—73; William H. Sewell, 
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American Sociological Review, 29 (February, 
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lege Plans," American Sociological Review, 31 
(April, 1966), pp. 159—168. 

3. Ralph H. Turner, “Sponsored and Contest 
Mobility and the School System," American Socio- 
logical Review, 25 (December, 1960), pp. 855— 
867. Also see Burton R. Clark, “Тће Cooling-Out 
Function in Higher Education," American Journal 
of Sociology, 65 (May 1960), pp. 569—576. 

4. There have been numerous studies of college 
aspirations; many of the references are included in 
Sewell, op. cit., pp. 24—25. 

5. For references to the literature on college atten- 
dance see Bruce К. Eckland, “Social Class and 
College Graduation: Some Misconceptions Cor- 
rected," American Journal of Sociology, 70 (July, 
1964), pp. 36-50. 

6. Dael Wolfle, America's Resources of Specialized 
Talent, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954, p. 
163. 

7. Eckland, op. cit, pp. 44—49, found that the 
composite index of social class was a better predic- 
tor of college success than the separate indicators— 
education, income, and occupation—and also that a 
one-year measure of college performance was not 
significantly related to father's occupation and 
parents' education, but the four-year graduation 
rates differed significantly on these two variables. 
In his review, among the one-year studies, those 
using father's occupation or parents’ education 
found college performance unrelated to social 
class, but three others using a composite index of 
social class found a positive relationship with col- 
lege performance. Eleven of the seventeen two-to- 
four year studies reported positive correlations 
between social class indicators and college perfor- 
mance, 

8. Eckland, ibid. See also his “Academic Ability, 
Higher Education, and Occupational Mobility,” 
American Sociological Review, 30 (October, 
1965), pp. 735—746. Although Eckland's research 
was a good step forward over most past studies, it 
too has certain limitations including the following: 
(i) since it deals only with college students, the 
effects of socioeconomic status and ability on the 
high school graduates who did not go to college are 
unknown, (ii) since his sample includes only full- 
time resident students at the Urbana campus of the 
University of Illinois, the effect due to the selective 
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admission policy of the university is unknown, and 
the diversity among the institutions of higher edu- 
cation available to students in general is not taken 
into account, (iii) Eckland studied only the male 
students, and it is reasonable to hypothesize that 
the relative influences of family socioeconomic 
status and ability differ in magnitude at successive 
stages in the educational careers of males from that 
of females, and finally (iv) he lacked an adequate 
measure of ability with a single normative standard 
on which all members of his sample could be 
ranked. 

9. In Wisconsin there is little variation in enroll- 
ment in this age group between major Census cate- 
gories: urban, 89.2%; rural-nonfarm, 86.8%; and 
farm, 87.6%. See Douglas G. Marshall, Wisconsin's 
Population: Changes and Prospects, Madison: Wis- 
consin Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 
241, 1963, p. 29. 

10. James S. Coleman, Introduction to Mathe- 
matical Sociology (New York: Free Press of Glen- 
coe, 1964), pp. 206—210. 

11. The method of path analysis assumes a com- 
plete system including, if necessary, residual vari- 
ables to represent unmeasured influences, which 
are assumed to be uncorrelated with the measured 
ones. See Raymond Boudon, “A Method of Linear 
Causal Analysis: Dependence Analysis," American 
Sociological Review, 30 (June, 1965), pp. 365— 
374. For a brief summary of the method of path 
analysis, see Otis Dudley Duncan, “Path Analysis: 
Sociological Examples," American Journal of 
Sociology, 72 (July, 1966), pp. 1—16; C. C. Li, 
Population Genetics, (Chicago: University of Chi- 
cago Press, 1955), ch. 12, and also C. C. Li, “The 
Concept of Path Coefficient and Its Impact on 
Population Genetics," Biometrics, 12 (June, 1956), 
рр. 190—210. For more details, see Sewall Wright, 
“The Method of Path Coefficients,” Annals of 
Mathematical Statistics, 5 (September, 1934), pp. 
161—215; Sewall Wright, “Path Coefficient and 
Path Regressions: Alternative or Complementary 
Concept?" Biometrics, 16 (June, 1960), pp. 189— 
202; and Sewall Wright, “Тһе Treatment of Recip- 
rocal Interaction With or Without Lag, in Path 
Analysis," Biometrics, 16 (September, 1960), pp. 
423-445. 

12. The results of this survey are given in J. Ken- 
пећ Little, A Statewide Inquiry into Decisions of 
Youth about Education Beyond High School, 
Madison: School of Education, University of Wis- 
consin, 1958. 

13. Some readers will question the accuracy of the 
parents' responses to questions regarding the 
educational attainments of their children. A check 
is currently being made on all students in the 
sample whose parents reported that their child 
attended the University of Wisconsin. The final 
results are not yet available, but from the results 
obtained thus far, it seems that parents’ reports on 
attendance and graduation are quite accurate. 

14. The follow-up procedures and other details 
concerning the resulting sample are contained in a 
manuscript now being revised for publication as a 
journal article under the title “Characteristics of 
Willing and Reluctant Respondents.” 

15. The six indicators were factor-analyzed using 
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the principal-components method, and were 
orthogonally rotated according to the verimax cri- 
terion. This produced a three-factor structure com- 
posed of a factor on which the three economic 
items were most heavily loaded, a factor on which 
the two educational items were most heavily 
loaded, and a factor on which the occupational 
item was most heavily loaded. The composite 
socioeconomic status index was developed by 
squaring the loadings of the principal items on each 
factor as weights, then multiplying students’ scores 
on the items by the respective weights, and finally 
summing the weighted scores of the principal items 
on each factor. The three factors were combined 
into a composite socioeconomic status score after 
multiplying the factor scores of all students by 
certain constants which would produce approxi- 
mately equal variances for each status dimension. 
The resulting sum of the weighted scores was then 
multiplied by a constant to produce a theoretical 
range of scores between 0 and 99. 

16. У. А. С. Henmon and M. J. Nelson, The 
Henmon-Nelson Test of Mental Ability, Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1942. 

17. Because the subsequent analysis deals only 
with higher education, a category is not included 
for those students who continued their education 
beyond high school in vocational and technical 
schools which do not offer college level curricula. 
18. In these figures, the determination of the rela- 
tionship between socioeconomic status and intelli- 
gence is not analyzed, and therefore only the zero- 
order correlation coefficient between socio- 
economic status and intelligence is shown by two- 
headed arrows on a curved line, One-way arrows 
leading from each of the independent variables to 
the variables dependent on them are shown by 
straight lines to indicate that these relationships are 
analyzed assuming a recursive and closed system 
composed of all standardized variables. The quan- 
tities entered in the figure are the numerical values 
of path coefficients, or the beta-weights as they are 
commonly known, The residual paths are shown 
above each dependent variable. 

19. The zero-order intercorrelation coefficients on 
which subsequent computations are based are given 
below, by sex: 
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Males 
Variable х Mg, Ka Ky XS 
X, Socioeconomic ... .29 .42 .42 .34 .43 
status 
X, Intelligence 45 .40 .48 
X, College Plans TP 67 .56 .69 
X, College tet ro c ас ИО 
Attendance 
X, College vs Bug ca te gaze си: Ba. 
Graduation 
X, Educational 
Attainment 
Females 
Variable X Ka XL D Mx 
X, Socioeconomic ... .32 .44 .45 .37 .45 
Status 
X, Intelligence +35 .33 .37 
X, College Plans ап алати «Se ako 
X, College ale sels cres eve 62 87 
Attendance 
X, College слана паљена лао is eon CS) 
Graduation 
X, Educational 
Attainment 


20. These quantities indicate only the direct effect 
of socioeconomic status and intelligence on college 
plans. Since no intervening variables are shown in 
the path diagram, there is no indirect influence of 
socioeconomic status or intelligence on college 
plans. Similarly in Figure 2 for males, the direct 
influences of socioeconomic status, intelligence, 
and college plans on educational attainment are 
.14, .20, and .55 respectively. The indirect effects 
of socioeconomic status and intelligence on едиса- 
tional attainment can be examined from their 
direct effects on college plans and the direct effect 
of college plans on educational attainment. Thus, 
any statement regarding the indirect effect is made 
only descriptively and it is not expressed in any 
quantitative terms. 

21. Wolfle, op. cit., p. 163. 

22. Our results on the relative influence of socio- 
economic status and intelligence on college gradua- 
tion are also quite similar to those reported by 
Eckland for his sample of University of Illinois 
males, *Academic Ability, Higher Education, and 
Occupational Mobility,” op. cit., p. 470. 


I.Q. in the U.S. Class Structure 


SAMUEL BOWLES and HERBERT GINTIS 


THE 1.0. CONTROVERSY 

The argument that differences in genetic 
endowments are of central and increasing 
importance in the stratification systems of 
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advanced technological societies has been 


advanced, in similar forms, by a number of 
contemporary researchers.! At the heart of 


this argument lies the venerable thesis that 
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1.0., as measured by tests such as the Stan- 
ford-Binet, is largely inherited via genetic 
transmission, rather than molded through 
environmental influences.* 

This thesis bears a short elucidation. That 
1.Q. is highly heritable is merely to say that 
individuals with similar genes will exhibit 
similar LQ.'s independent of differences in 
the social environments they might experi- 
ence during their mental development. The 
main support of the genetic school is several 
studies of individuals with precisely the same 
genes (identical twins) raised in different 
environments (i.e., separated at birth and 
reared in families with different social 
statuses). Their I.Q.’s tend to be fairly simi- 
lar.? In addition, there are studies of individ- 
uals with no common genes (unrelated 
individuals) raised in the same environment 
(e.g., the same family) as well as studies of 
individuals with varying genetic similarities 
(e.g., fraternal twins, siblings, fathers and 
sons, aunts and nieces) and varying environ- 
ments (e.g., siblings raised apart, cousins 
raised in their respective homes). The differ- 
ence in LQ.'s for these groups is roughly 
conformable to the genetic inheritance 
model suggested by the identical twin and 
unrelated individual studies.? 

As Eysenck suggests, while geneticists will 
quibble over the exact magnitude of herita- 
bility of I.Q., nearly all will agree heritability 
exists and is significant." Environmentalists, 
while emphasizing the paucity and un- 
representativeness of the data, have pre- 
sented rather weak evidence for their own 
position and have made little dent in the 
genetic position. Unable to attack the cen- 
tral proposition of the genetic school, en- 
vironmentalists have emphasized that it 
bears no important social implications. They 
have claimed that, although raised in the 
context of the economic and educational 
deprivation of Blacks in the United States, 


*By LQ. we теап—ћеге and throughout this 
essay—those cognitive capacities that are measured 
оп LQ. tests. We have avoided the use of the word 
“intelligence” as in its common usage it ordinarily 
connotes a broader range of capacities. 
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the genetic theory says nothing about the 
"necessary" degree of racial inequality or 
the limits of compensatory education. First, 
environmentalists deny that there is any 
evidence that the LQ. difference between 
Blacks and whites (amounting to about fif- 
teen LQ. points) is genetic in огіріп, and 
second, they deny that any estimate of 
heritability tells us much about the capacity 
of “enriched environments" to lessen 1.Q. 
differentials, either within or between racial 
groups.* 


Does the fact that a large component of the 
differences in I.Q. among whites is genetic mean 
that a similar component of the differences in I.Q. 
between Blacks and whites is determined by the 
former's inferior gene pool? Clearly not. First of 
all, the degree of heritability is an average, even 
among whites. For any two individuals, and a for- 
пот, any two groups of individuals, observed 1.0. 
differences may be due to any proportion of genes 
and environment—it is required only that they 
average properly over the entire population. For 
instance, all of the difference in I.Q. between iden- 
tical twins is environmental, and presumably a 
great deal of the difference between adopted 
brothers is genetic. Similarly we cannot say 
whether the average difference in І.О. between 
Irish and Puerto Ricans is genetic or environ- 
mental. In the case of Blacks, however, the genetic 
school’s inference is even more tenuous. Richard J. 
Light and Раш V. Smith (“Social Allocation 
Models of Intelligence: А Methodological Inquiry,” 
Harvard Educational Review, 39, No. 3 [August 
1969]), have shown that even accepting Jensen's 
estimates of the heritability of 1.Q., the Black- 
white LQ. difference could easily be explained by 
the average environmental differences between the 
races. Recourse to further experimental investiga- 
tions will not resolve this issue, for the “conceptual 
experiments" that would determine the genetic 
component of Black-white differences cannot be 
performed. Could we take a pair of Black identical 
twins and place them in random environments? 
Clearly not. Placing a Black child in a white home 
in an overtly racist society will not provide the 
same "environment" as placing a white child in 
that house. Similarly looking at the difference in 
LQ.'s of unrelated Black and white children raised 
in the same home (whether Black or white, or 
mixed) will not tell us the extent of genetic dif- 
ferences, since such children cannot be treated 
equally, and environmental differences must con- 
tinue to persist (of course, if in these cases, dif- 
ferences in LQ. disappear, the environmentalist 
case would be supported. But if they do not, no 
inference can be made). 

*Most environmentalists do not dispute Jensen's 
assertion that existing large-scale compensatory 
programs have produced dismal results. (See Jen- 
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But the environmentalist? defense 
strategy has been costly. First, plausible, if 
not logical, inference now lies on the side of 
the genetic school, and it’s up to environ- 
mentalists to “put up or shut up” as to 
feasible environmental enrichment programs. 
Second, in their egalitarian zeal vis-à-vis 
racial differences, the environmentalists have 
sacrificed the modern liberal interpretation 
of social stratification. The modern liberal 
approach is to attribute social class differ- 
ences to “unequal opportunity.” That is, 
while the criteria for economic success are 
objective and achievement-oriented, the fail- 


sen, “How Much Can We Boost I.Q.,” and, for 
example, Harvey Averch et al., How Effective is 
Schooling? A Critical Review and Synthesis of 
Research Findings, (Santa Monica: The RAND Cor- 
poration, 1972). But this does not bear on the 
genetic hypothesis. As Jensen himself notes, the 
degree of genetic transmission of any trait depends 
on the various alternative environments that indi- 
viduals experience. Jensen’s estimates of heritabil- 
ity rest squarely on the existing array of educa- 
tional processes and technologies. Any introduc- 
tion of new social processes of mental development 
will change the average unstandardized level of 
LQ., as well as its degree of heritability. For in- 
stance, the almost perfect heritability of height is 
well documented. Yet the average heights of Amer- 
icans have risen dramatically over the years, due 
clearly to change in the overall environment. Simi- 
larly, whatever the heritability of 1.0., the average 
unstandardized test scores rose 83 percent between 
1917 and 1943. See Jencks, Inequality. 

But compensatory programs are obviously an 
attempt to change the total array of environments 
open to children through “educational innova- 
tion." While existing large-scale programs appear to 
have failed to produce significant gains in scholas- 
tic achievement, many more innovative small-scale 
programs have succeeded. See Carl Bereiter, “The 
Future of Individual Differences," Harvard Educa- 
попа! Review, Reprint Series no. 2, 1969, pp. 
162—170; Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Class- 
room (New York: Random House, 1970); Averch, 
How Effective Is Schooling? Moreover, even 
accepting the genetic position should not hinder us 
from seeking new environmental innovation— 
indeed it should spur us to further creative activ- 
ities in this direction. Thus the initial thrust of the 
genetic school can be at least partially repulsed: 
there is no reliable evidence either that long-term 
contact of Blacks with existing white environments 
would not close the Black-white LQ. gap, or that 
innovative compensatory programs (i.e., programs 
unlike existing white childrearing or education 
environments) might not attenuate or eliminate 
1.0. differences that are indeed genetic. 


217 


ures and successes of parents are passed onto 
their children via distinct learning and cul- 
tural environments. Thus the achievement of 
a more equal society merely requires that all 
youth be afforded the educational and other 
social conditions of the best and most suc- 
cessful.Ü But by focusing on the environ- 
mental differences between races, they 
implicitly accept that intelligence differences 
among whites of differing social class back- 
ground are rooted in differences in genetic 
endowments. Indeed the genetic school's 
data comes precisely from observed differ- 
ences in the Т.О. of whites across socio- 
economic levels! The fundamental tenet of 
modern liberal social policy—that “‘progres- 
sive social welfare measures" can gradually 
reduce and eliminate social class differences, 
cultures of poverty and affluence, and in- 
equalities of opportunity—seems to be 
undercut. Thus the "classical liberal" atti- 
tude’ which emphasizes that social classes 
sort themselves out on the basis of innate 
individual capacity to cope successfully in 
the social environment, and hence tend to 
reproduce themselves from generation to 
generation, is restored.® 

The vigor of reaction in face of Jensen’s 
argument indicates the liberals’ agreement 
that LQ. is a basic social determinant (at 
least ideally) of occupational status and in- 
tergenerational mobility. In Jensen’s words, 
“psychologists’ concept of the ‘intelligence 
demands’ of an occupation . . . is very much 
like the general public’s concept of the 
prestige or ‘social standing’ of an occupa- 
tion, and both are closely related to an in- 
dependent measure of... occupational 
status.”” Jensen continues, quoting О. D. 
"Duncan: “. .. ‘intelligence’... is not essen- 
tially different from that of achievement or 
status in the occupational sphere ... what 
we now mean by intelligence is something 
like the probability of acceptable perfor- 
mance (given the opportunity) in occupa- 
tions varying in social status."!? Moreover, 
Jensen argues that the purported trend 
toward intelligence’s being an increasing re- 
quirement for occupational status will 
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continue.!' This emphasis on the role of 
intelligence in explaining social stratification 
is set even more clearly by Carl Bereiter in 
the same issue of the Harvard Educational 
Review: “The prospect is of a meritocratic 
caste system, based ... оп the natural conse- 
quences of inherited differences in intel- 
lectual potential. . . . It would tend to persist 
even though everyone at all levels of the 
hierarchy considered it a bad thing." !2 
Something like death and taxes. 

Jensen et al. cannot be accused of em- 
ploying an overly complicated social theory. 
Jensen’s reason for the “inevitable” associa- 
tion of status and intelligence is that society 
“rewards talent and merit,” and Herrnstein 
adds that society recognizes “the importance 
and scarcity of intellectual ability."!? More- 
over, the association of intelligence and 
social class is due to the "screening proc- 
ess," ^ via education and occupation, 
whereby each generation is further refined 
into social strata on the basis of 1.0. Finally, 
adds Herrnstein, “new gains of wealth 
... Will increase the I.Q. gap between upper 
and lower classes, making the social ladder 
even steeper for those left at the bottom.” !5 
Herrnstein celebrates the genetic school’s 
crowning achievement by turning liberal 
social policy directly against itself, noting 
that the heritability of intelligence and 
hence the increasing pervasiveness of social 
Stratification will increase, the more “pro- 
gressive” our social policies: “the growth of 
a virtually hereditary meritocracy will arise 
out of the successful realization of con- 
temporary political and social goals . . . as the 
environment becomes more favorable for the 
development of intelligence, its heritability 
will increase....”!° Similarly, the more we 
break down discriminatory and ascriptive 
criteria for hiring, the stronger will become 
the link between І.О. and occupational suc- 
cess, and the development of modern tech- 
nology can only quicken the process.!” 

Few will be surprised that such state- 
ments are made by the “conservative” 
genetic school. But why, amid a spirited 
liberal counterattack in which the minutest 
details of the genetic hypothesis are con- 
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tested and scathingly criticized, is the 
validity of the genetic school’s description of 
the social function of intelligence blandly 
accepted? The widespread agreement among 
participants in the debate that 1.0. is an 
important determinant of economic success 
can hardly be explained by compelling em- 
pirical evidence adduced in support of the 
position. Quite the contrary. As we will 
show in the next section, the available data 
point strongly to the unimportance of I.Q. 
in getting ahead economically. In Section IV 
we shall argue that the actual function of 
LQ. testing and its associated ideology is 
that of legitimizing the stratification system, 
rather than generating it. The treatment of 
LQ. in many strands of liberal sociology and 
economics merely reflects its actual function 
in social life: the legitimization and ration- 
alization of the existing social relations of 
production. 


THE IMPORTANCE OF 1.0. 


The most immediate support for the I.Q. 
theory of social stratification—which we will 
call 1.Q.-ism—flows from the strong associa- 
tion of 1.0. and economic success. This is 
illustrated in Table 1, which exhibits the 
probability of achieving any particular decile 
in the economic success distribution for an 
individual whose adult I.Q. lies in a specified 
decile.* 


*In Table 1, as throughout this paper, “adult 1.0.” 
is measured by scores on a form of the Armed 
Forces Qualification Test. This measure is strongly 
affected both by early 1.0. (in this paper measured 
by Stanford-Binet or its equivalent at age six to 
eight) and years of schooling, and hence can be 
considered a measure of adult cognitive achieve- 
ment. Economic success is measured throughout as 
the average of an individual's income and the social 
prestige of his occupation as measured on the Dun- 
can occupational status index, each scaled to have 
standard deviation equal to one. See Duncan, 
"Properties and Characteristics of the Socio- 
economic Index." For a description of the inde- 
pendent behavior of income and status, see Bowles, 
"The Genetic Inheritance of LQ. and the Inter- 
generational Reproduction of Economic Inequal- 
ity." We have chosen a weighted average for 
simplicity of exposition, and in recognition of their 
joint importance in a reasonable specification of 
economic success. 
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Table 1* Probability of Attainment of Different Levels of Economic 
Success for Individuals of Differing Levels of Adult 1.0., by Deciles 


Adult 1.0. by deciles 


dus и 9 8 2 6 5 4 3 2 1 

E 

* 10 30.9 198 144 10.9 82 61 44 3.0 1.7 9.6 
а 9 19.2 169 145 124 10.5 8.7 7.0 54 3.6 Dy 
a8 1387 1457 13.7 120,6 3214 101 87 7.1 5.3 2.8 
Sg 103 124 126 3123 117 110 100 8.7 70 41 
$ 6 Th 404. 119 107 118. 115 110. . 101 87 Sit 
S i 5.7 ВОДИ О C135. 8 Тя 104 Tis 
g 4.1 7.0 НОЛ 100 110° 17 123" 126 124 103 
Бо 3 ORE S 7.1 87 101 НА 126 137 145 138 
5 2 17 3.6 5.4 7.0 87 105 124 145 169 192 
8 1 0.6 17 30 44 6.1 82 109 144 198 30.9 


*Table 1 corresponds to а correlation coefficient г = .52. 

Example of use: For an individual in the 85th percentile in Adult I.Q. (x = 9), the 
probability of attaining between the 20th and 30th percentile in Economic Success is 
5.3 percent (the entry in column 9, row 3). 


The data, most of which was collected by 
the U.S. Census Current Population Survey 
in 1962, refer to “non-Negro” males, aged 
25 to 34, from nonfarm background in the 
experienced labor force. We have chosen this 
population because it represents the domi- 
nant labor force and the group into which 
minority groups and women would have to 
integrate to realize the liberal ideal of equal 
opportunity, and hence to whose statistical 
associations these groups would become 
subject. The data relating to childhood I.Q. 
and adult Т.О. are from a 1966 survey of 
veterans by the National Opinion Research 
Center and the California Guidance 
Study.!® The quality of the data preclude 
any claims to absolute precision in our es- 
timation. Yet our main propositions remain 
supported, even making allowance for sub- 
stantive degrees of error. We must em- 
phasize, however, that the validity of our 
basic propositions does not depend on our 
particular data set. While we believe our data 
base to be the most representative and care- 
ful construction from available sources, we 
have checked our results against several 
other data bases, including Jencks, Hauser, 
Lutterman, and Sewell, Conlisk, Griliches 
and Mason, and Duncan and Featherman. 2 
When corrections are made for measurement 


error and restriction of range (see Bowles 20 
and Jencks), statistical analysis of each of 
these data bases strongly supports all of our 
major propositions. 

The interpretation of Table 1 is straight- 
forward.* The entries in the table are cal- 


*A further word is in order on Tables 1 through 7. 
Most popular discussions of the relation of 1.0. and 
economic success (e.g., Jensen, “How Much Can 
We Boost IQ”; Herrnstein, “IQ”; Jencks, Jnequal- 
ity) present statistical material in terms of **correla- 
tion coefficients” and “contribution to explained 
variance," We believe that these technical expres- 
sions convey little information to the reader not 
thoroughly initiated in their use and interpretation. 
The concept of differential probability embodied 
in Tables 1 through 7, we feel, is operationally 
more accessible to the reader, and dramatically 
reveals the patterns of mobility and causality only 
implicit in summary statistics of the correlation 
variety. 

Let us repeat, Tables 1 through 7 have nor been 
constructed by directly observing the decile posi- 
tion of individuals on each of the various variables 
and recording the percentages in each cell of the 
relevant table. This approach is impossible for two 
reasons. First, such statistics are simply unavailable 
on the individual level. As we have noted, our 
statistical base embraces the findings of several 
distinct data sources, no single one of which in- 
cludes all the variables used in our analysis. 
Second, for certain technical reasons (e.g., errors in 
variables and restrictions of range), correction fac- 
tors must be applied to the raw data before they 
can be used for analysis. These general issues are 
discussed in Jencks, Inequality, and with respect to 
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culated directly from the simple correlation 
coefficient between our variables Adult 
1.Q. and Economic Success. In addition 
to reporting the correlation coefficient, we 
have described these data in tabular form as 
in Table 1 to illustrate the meaning of the 
correlation coefficient in terms of the differ- 
ing probability of economic success for 
people at various positions in the distribu- 
tion of 1.0.%. We cannot stress too strongly 
that while the correlation coefficients in this 
and later tables are estimated from the indi- 
cated data, the entries in the table represent 
nothing more than a simple translation of 
their correlations, using assumptions that— 
though virtually universally employed in 
this kind of research—substantially simplify 
the complexity of the actual data. Now, turn- 
ing to the table, we can see, for example, 
that a correlation between these two vari- 
ables of .52 implies that an individual whose 
adult 1,0. lies in the top 10 percent of the 
population has a probability of 30.9 percent 
of ending up in the top tenth of the popula- 
tion in economic success, and a probability 
of 0.6 percent of ending up in the bottom 
tenth. Since an individual chosen at random 
will have a probability of 10 percent of 
ending up in any decile of economic success, 
we can conclude that being in the top decile 
in 1.0. renders an individual (white male) 
3.09 times as likely to be in the top eco- 
nomic success decile, and .06 times as likely 
to end up in the bottom, as would be pre- 
dicted by chance. Each of the remaining 
entries in Table 1 can be interpreted cor- 
respondingly. 


our data, in Bowles, “The Genetic Inheritance of 
IQ and the Intergenerationa] Reproduction of Eco- 
nomic Inequality,” and Gintis, “Education and the 
Characteristics of Worker Productivity.” 

Tables 1 through 7 are constructed by making 
explicit certain assumptions that are only implicit, 
but absolutely necessary to the correlational argu- 
ments of Jensen and others. These assumptions 
include the linearity of the relations among all 
variables and the approximate normality of their 
joint probability distribution. Our statistical tech- 
nique, then, is standard linear regression analysis, 
with correlations, regression coefficients, and path 
Coefficients represented in their (mathematically 
equivalent) tabular form. 
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Yet Tables 2 and 3, which exhibit the 
corresponding probabilities of economic suc- 
cess given number of years of schooling and 
level of socioeconomic background,t show 
that this statistical support is surely mislead- 
ing: even stronger associations appear be- 
tween years of schooling and economic 
success, as well as between social back- 
ground and economic success. For example, 
being in the top decile in years of schooling 
renders an individual 3.76 times as likely to 
be at the top of the economic heap, and .01 
times as likely to be at the bottom, while the 
corresponding ratios are 3.26 and .04 for 
social background. It is thus quite possible 
to draw from aggregate statistics, equally 
cogently, both an "educational attainment 
theory" of social stratification and a “socio- 
economic background" theory. Clearly there 
are logical errors in all such facile inferences. 

Of course, the 1.0. proponent will argue 
that there is no real problem here: the as- 
sociation of social class background and eco- 
nomic success follows from the importance 
of LQ. to economic success, and the fact 
that individuals of higher class background 
have higher 1.0. Similarly one may argue 
that the association of education and eco- 
nomic success follows from the fact that 
education simply picks out and develops the 
talents of intelligent individuals. The prob- 
lem is that equally cogent arguments can be 
given for the primacy of either education or 
social class, and the corresponding sub- 
ordinateness of the others. The above figures 
are equally compatible with all three inter- 
pretations. 

In this section we shall show that all three 
factors (I.Q., social class background, and 
education) contribute independently to eco- 
nomic success, but that 1.0. is by far the 
least important. Specifically we will demon- 
strate the truth of the following three pro- 


fin Table 3, as throughout this paper, socio- 
economic background is measured as a weighted 
sum of parental income, father's occupational 
status, and father's income, where the weights are 
chosen so as to produce the maximum multiple 
correlation with economic success. 
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Table 2* Probability of Attainment of Different Levels of Economic 
Success for Individuals of Different Levels of Education, by Deciles 


Years of schooling by deciles 


ју: ey (7) 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

5 

8 10 37.6 223 14.6 9.8 66 4.3 2.6 44 0.6 0.1 
а 9 209 1957 16.2 13.1 103 7.9 s 3.8 2.1 0.6 
ES 8 13,5. с о 1 За Ја 12:0 5 10.1 8.0 59 3.7 14 
2 7 9.1, 13.0. 13:8. 136: 12.8. 116. 10.0 8.0 5.6 2.5 
5 6 61 10:27 1207 128. 129. 125" 436 101 7.8 4.0 
Ea? 4.0 T8 7403 MILOS 425 7129"712:9'* 120) "102 ^61 
a 4 25 5.6 8.0 100 116 128 13.6 13.8 13.0 9.1 
ЕЗ 14 37 5.9 6:07 подно 0 а ви 15:35 16:106 13/5 
5 2 0.6 21 3.8 5.7 79..10.3 131. 16.2. 19.5 20.9 
E 1 0.1 0.6 14 2.6 4:3. 56.6 1.9.82 14:61. 22:3. 37.6 


*Table 2 corresponds to a correlation coefficient г = .63. 

Example of use: For an individual in the 85th percentile in Education (x = 9), the 
probability of attaining between the 20th and 30th percentiles in Economic Success 
(y = 3) is 3.7 percent (the entry in column 9, row 3). 


positions, which constitute the empirical 
basis of our thesis concerning the unim- 
portance of I.Q. in generating the class struc- 
ture. 

First, although higher LQ.'s and eco- 
nomic success tend to go together, higher 
LQ.'s are not an important cause of eco- 
nomic success. The statistical association 
between adult 1.0. and economic success, 


while substantial, derives largely from the 
common association of both of these vari- 
ables with social class background and level 
of schooling. Thus to appraise the economic 
importance of I.Q., we must focus attention 
on family and school. 

Second, although higher levels of school- 
ing and economic success likewise tend to go 
together, the intellectual abilities developed 


Table 3* Probability of Attainment of Different Levels of Economic 
Success for Individuals of Differing Levels of Social Class Background 


Social class background by deciles 


FERT EC мен И ET CBE NER T Bri m enm 
5 
g 
5 10 326 204 145 107 78 57 39. 25 14. 04 
à 9 197 175 149 126 105 85 67 50 32 13 
B 8 138 149 141 129 116 101 86 69 49 24 
27 100 125 129 126 120 111 100 85 67 37 
$ 6 73 104 115 120 120 117 11 101 85 53 
Sis 53 85 101 11 117 120 120 115 104 73 
AM 37 67 85 100 111 120 126 129 125 100 
TOES 24 49 69 86 101 116 129 141 149 138 
gu» 13 32 50 67 85 105 126 149 175 197 
81 04— 14. 25. 39. 57. 78.107 145 204 326 


*Table 3 corresponds to а correlation coefficient r = .55. 

Example of use: For an individual in the 85th percentile in Social Class (x = 9), the 
probability of attaining between the 20th and the 30th percentile in Economic 
Success (y = 3) is 4.9 percent (the entry in column 9, row 3). 
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or certified in school make little causal con- 
tribution to getting ahead economically. 
Thus only a minor portion of the substantial 
statistical association between schooling and 
economic success can be accounted for by 
the schools’ role in producing or screening 
cognitive skills. The predominant economic 
function of schools must therefore involve 
the accreditation of individuals, as well as 
the production and selection of personality 
traits and other personal attributes rewarded 
by the economic system. Our third proposi- 
tion asserts a parallel result with respect to 
the effect of social class background. 

Third, the fact that economic success 
tends to run in the family arises almost com- 
pletely independently from any genetic in- 
heritance of I.Q. Thus, while one’s economic 
status tends to resemble that of one’s 
parents, only a minor portion of this associa- 
tion can be attributed to social class dif- 
ferences in childhood 1.Q., and a virtually 
negligible portion to social class differences 
in genetic endowments, even accepting the 
Jensen estimates of heritability. Thus a per- 
fect equalization of I.Q.'s across social 
classes would reduce the intergenerational 


Table 4* Differential Probabilities 
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transmission of economic status by a negligi- 
ble amount. We conclude that a family’s 
position in the class structure is reproduced 
primarily by mechanisms operating inde- 
pendently of the inheritance, production, 
and certification of intellectual skills. 

Our statistical technique for the demon- 
stration of these propositions will be that of 
linear regression analysis. This technique 
allows us to derive numerical estimates of 
the independent contribution of each of the 
separate but correlated influences (social 
class background, childhood 1.0., years of 
schooling, adult 1.0.) on economic success, 
by answering the question: what is the 
magnitude of the association between any 
one of these influences among individuals 
who are equal on some or all the others? 
Equivalently it answers the question: what 
are the probabilities of attaining particular 
deciles in economic success among individ- 
uals who are in the same decile in some or all 
of the above influences but one, and in vary- 
ing deciles in this one variable alone? 

The 1.0. argument is based on the as- 
sumption that social background and educa- 
tion are related to economic success because 


of Attaining Economic Success for 


Individuals of Equal Levels of Education and Social Class Background, but 


Differing Levels of Adult I.Q. 


Adult I.Q. by deciles 


Sep tak ew me 8 ZEE 5 4 3 2 1 
Су 

* 10 ee EL NO 8:57 CTI RR 616 
À 9 124 114 109 105 102 98 95 91 86 77 
KLS 114 109 106 104 102 99 97 94 91 84 
BUT 107 105 104 103 101 100 99 97 95 90 
B6 10.1 10.2 102 101 101 101 100 99 98 95 
SE 9.5 98 99 100 101 101 101 102 102 101 
е4 90 95 97 99 100 101 103 104 105 107 
Е 3 84 91 94 97 99 102 104 106 109 114 
5,2 77 86 91 95 98 102 105 109 114 124 
§ 1 66 78 85 90 96 101 107 114 123 141 
[5] 


Table 4 corresponds to a standardized regression coefficient 8 = .13. 

Example of use: Suppose two individuals have the same levels of Education and 
Social Class Background, but one is in the 85th percentile in Adult I.Q. (x = 9), while 
the other is in the 15th decile in Adult 1.0. (x = 2). Then the first individual is 


10.9/9.1 


1.2 times as likely as the second to attain the 8th decile in Economic 


Success (column 9, row 8, divided by column 2, row 8). 
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they are associated with higher adult cogni- 
tive skills. Table 4 shows this to be essen- 
tially incorrect. This table, by exhibiting the 
relation between adult I.Q. and economic 
success among individuals with the same 
social class background and level of school- 
ing, shows that the I.Q.-economic success 
association exhibited in Table 1 is largely a 
by-product of these more basic social influ- 
ences. That is, for a given level of social 
background and schooling, differences in 
adult Т.О. add very little to our ability to 
predict eventual economic success. Thus, for 
example, an individual with an average 
number of years of schooling and an average 
socioeconomic family background, but with 
a level of cognitive skill to place him in the 
top decile of the LQ. distribution, has a 
probability of 14.1 percent of attaining the 
highest economic success decile. This figure 
may be compared with 10 percent, the 
analogous probability for an individual with 
average levels of 1.0. as well as schooling and 
social background. Our first proposition— 
that the relation between 1.0. and economic 
success is not causal, but rather operates 
largely through the effects of the correlated 
variables, years of schooling and social class 
background-is thus strongly supported.* We 
are thus led to focus directly on the role of 
social class background and schooling in pro- 
moting economic success. 

Turning first to schooling, the argument 
of the LQ. proponents is that the strong 
association between level of schooling and 
economic success exhibited in Table 2 is due 
to the fact that economic success depends 
on cognitive capacities, and schooling both 
selects individuals with high intellectual 
ability for further training and then develops 
this ability into concrete adult cognitive 


*This is not to say that 1.0. is never an important 
criteria of success. We do not contend that ex- 
tremely low or high LQ.'s are irrelevant to eco- 
nomic failure or success. Nor do we deny that for 
some individuals or for some jobs, cognitive skills 
are economically important. Rather, we assert that 
for the vast majority of workers and jobs, selec- 
tion, assessed job adequacy, and promotion are 
based on attributes other than LQ. 


223 


skills. Table 5 shows this view to be false. 
This table exhibits the effect of schooling on 
chances for economic success, for individuals 
who have the same adult 1.0. Comparing 
Table 5 with Table 2, we see that cognitive 
differences account for a negligible part of 
schooling's influence on economic success: 
individuals with similar levels of adult Т.О. 
but differing levels of schooling have sub- 
stantially different chances of economic suc- 
cess. Indeed the similarity of Tables 2 and 5 
demonstrates the validity of our second 
proposition—that schooling affects chances 
of economic success predominantly by the 
noncognitive traits which it generates, or on 
the basis of which it selects individuals for 
higher education." 

The next step in our argument is to show 
that the relationship between social back- 
ground and economic success operates al- 
most entirely independently of individual 
differences in I.Q. Whereas Table 3 exhibits 
the total effect of social class on an in- 
dividual’s economic success, Table 6 exhibits 
the same effect among individuals with the 
same childhood 1.0. Clearly these tables are 
nearly identical. That is, even were all social 
class differences in 1.0. eliminated, a similar 
pattern of social class intergenerational im- 
mobility would result." Our third proposi- 
tion is thus supported: the intergenerational 
transmission of social and economic status 
operates primarily via noncognitive mech- 
anisms, despite the fact that the school 
system rewards higher I.Q.—an attribute sig- 
nificantly associated with higher social class 
background. 

The unimportance of the specifically 
genetic mechanism operating via 1.Q. in the 
intergenerational reproduction of economic 
inequality is even more striking. Table 7 
exhibits the degree of association between 
social class background and economic suc- 
cess that can be attributed to the genetic 
inheritance of 1.0. alone. This table assumes 
that all direct influences of socio-economic 
background upon economic success have 
been eliminated, and that the noncognitive 
components of schooling's contribution to 
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Table 5* Differential Probabilities of Attaining Economic Success for 
Individuals of Equal Adult I.Q. but Differing Levels of Education 


Years of schooling by deciles 


пуж de 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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*Table 5 corresponds to a standardized regression coefficient Ё = .56. 

Example of use: Suppose two individuals have the same Adult I.Q., but one is in the 
9th decile in Level of Education (x = 9), while the other is in the 2nd decile (x = 2). 
Then the first individual is 15.0/4.8 — 3.12 times as likely as the second to attain the 
8th decile in Economic Success (column 9, row 8, divided by column 2, row 8). 


The unimportance of 1.0. in explaining 
the relation between social class background 


economic success are eliminated as well (the 
perfect meritocracy based on intellectual 


ability). On the other hand, it assumes 
Jensen's estimate for the degree of herita- 
bility of І.О. A glance at Table 7 shows that 
the resulting level of intergenerational in- 


and economic success, and the unimportance 
of cognitive achievement in explaining the 
contribution of schooling to economic suc- 
cess, together with our previously derived 


observation that most of the association be- 


equality in this highly hypothetical example 
tween 1.0. and economic success can be ac- 


would be negligible. 


Table 6* Differential Probabilities of Attaining Economic Success for 
Individuals of Equal Early 1.0. but Differing Levels of Social Class 


Background 
Social class background by deciles 
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*Table 6 corresponds to a standardized regression coefficient В = .46. 
Example of use: Suppose two individuals have the same Childhood 1.0., but one is in 
the 9th decile in Social Background, while the other is in the 2nd decile. Then the 
first is 18.5/2.5 — 7.4 times as likely as the second to attain the top decile in 
Economic Success (column 9, row 10, divided by column 2, row 10). 
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Table 7* The Genetic Component of Intergenerational Status Transmis- 
sion, Assuming the Jensen Heritability Coefficient, and Assuming Educa- 
tion Operates Via Cognitive Mechanisms Alone 


Social class background by deciles 


Economic Success by Deciles 


а О. 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
10 10.6 10.3 10.2 101 19.0 100 9.9 9.8 9.7 9.4 
Я 104 102 101 101 10.0 10.0 9.9 9.9 9.8 9.6 
8 10.2 10. 101 10. 10.0 100 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.8 
7 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 СА 9.9 9.9 
6 10.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 10.0 10.0 
5 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 100 100 100 100 10.0 10.0 
4 9.9 9:9 99 100 100 10.0 10.0 10. 10.1 10.1 
3 9.8 9.9 9.9 99 100 100 10. 101 101 10.2 
2 9.6 9.8 9.9 99 10.0 100 101 101 10.2 104 
1 9.4 9.7 9.8 99 100 100 101 10.2 103 10.6 


*Table 7 corresponds to .02 standard deviations difference in Economic Success per 
standard deviation difference in Social Class Background, in a causal model assuming 
Social Class Background affects Early 1.0. only via genetic transmission, and as- 
suming Economic Success is directly affected only by cognitive variables. 

Example of use: For an individual in the 85th percentile in Social Class Background 
(x = 9), the probability of attaining between the 20th and 30th percentiles in 
Economic Success (y = 3), assuming only genetic and cognitive mechanisms, is 10.1 
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percent (the entry in column 9, row 8). 


counted for by the common association of 
these variables with education and social 
class, support our major assertion: І.О. is not 
an important intrinsic criterion for economic 
success. Our data thus hardly lend credence 
to Duncan's assertion that “intelligence 
...15 not essentially different from that of 
achievement or status in the occupational 
sphere,”?? nor to Jensen’s belief in the “in- 
evitable" association of status and intelli- 
gence, based on society's "rewarding talent 
and merit," nor to Herrnstein’s dismal 
prognostication of a “virtually hereditary 
meritocracy” as the fruit of successful liberal 
reform in an advanced industrial society.?* 


1.0. AND THE LEGITIMATION OF THE 
HIERARCHICAL DIVISION OF LABOR 


A Preview 


We have disputed the. view that LQ. is an 
important causal antecedent of economic 
success. Yet І.О. clearly plays an important 
role in the U.S. stratification system. In this 


section we shall argue that the set of beliefs 
surrounding 1.0. betrays its true function— 
that of legitimating the social institutions 
underpinning the stratification system itself. 

Were the LQ. ideology correct, under- 
standing the ramifications of cognitive dif- 
ferences would require our focusing on the 
technical relations of production in an ad- 
vanced technological economy. Its failure, 
however, bids us scrutinize a different aspect 
of production—its social relations. By the 
“social relations of production" we mean 
the system of rights and responsibilities, 
duties and rewards, that governs the inter- 
action of all individuals involved in or- 
ganized productive activity"? In the follow- 
ing section we shall argue that the social 
relations of production determine the major 
attributes of the U.S. stratification sys- 
tem.27 Here, however, we shall confine our- 
selves to the proposition that the 1.0. 
ideology is a major factor in legitimating 
these social relations in the consciousness of 
workers. 

The social relations of production in dif- 
ferent societies are quite diverse; they lay 
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the basis for such divergent stratification sys- 
tems as communal-reciprocity, caste, feudal 
serf, slave, community-collective, and wage 
labor of capitalist and state socialist varie- 
ties. In advanced capitalist society the strati- 
fication system is based on what we term the 
hierarchical division of labor, characterized 
by power and control emanating from the 
top downward through a finely gradated 
bureaucratic order. The distribution of 
economic reward and social privilege in the 
United States is an expression of the hier- 
archical division of labor within the enter- 
prise. 

In this section, then, we shall show that 
the I.Q. ideology serves to legitimate the 
hierarchical division of labor. First, we argue 
that such legitimation is necessary because 
capitalist production is “totalitarian” in a 
way only vaguely adumbrated in other social 
spheres—family, interpersonal relations, law, 
and politics. Indeed history exhibits periodic 
onslaughts upon the hierarchical division of 
labor and its acceptance is always proble- 
matic. Second, we argue that the I.Q. 
ideology is conducive to a general techno- 
cratic and meritocratic view of the stratifica- 
tion system that tends to legitimate these 
social relations, as well as its characteristic 
means of allocating individuals to various 
levels of the hierarchy. Third, we argue that 
the 1.0. ideology operates to reconcile work- 
ers to their eventual economic positions 
primarily via the schooling experience, with 
its putative objectivity, meritocratic orienta- 
tion, and technical efficiency in supplying 
the cognitive needs of the labor force. 
Fourth, we shall argue that the use of both 
formal education and the 1.0. ideology was 
not merely a historical accident, but arose 
through the conscious policies of capitalists 
and their intellectual servants to perform the 
functions indicated above. 


The Need for Legitimacy 


If one takes for granted the basic economic 
organization of society, its members need 
only be equipped with adequate cognitive 
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and operational skills to fulfill work require- 
ments, and provided with a reward structure 
motivating individuals to acquire and supply 
these skills. U.S. capitalism accomplishes the 
first of these requirements through family, 
school, and ‘on-the-job training, and the se- 
cond through a wage structure patterned 
after the job hierarchy. 

But the social relations of production 
cannot be taken for granted. The bedrock of 
the capitalist economy is the legally sanc- 
tioned power of the directors of an enter- 
prise to organize production, to determine 
the rules that regulate workers’ productive 
activities, and to hire and fire accordingly, 
with only moderate restriction by workers’ 
organizations and government regulations. 
But this power cannot be taken for granted, 
and can be exercised forcefully against vio- 
lent opposition only sporadically. Violence 
alone, observe Lassevell and Kaplan, is inade- 
quate as a stable basis for the possession and 
exercise of power, and they appropriately 
quote Rousseau: “The strongest mam is 
never strong enough to be always master, 
unless he transforms his power into right, 
and obedience into duty.” Where the assent 
of the less favored cannot be secured by 
power alone, it must be part of a total proc- 
ess whereby the existing structure of work 
roles and their allocation among individuals 
are seen as ethically acceptable and even 
technically necessary. 

In some social systems the norms that 
govern the economic system are quite similar 
to those governing other major social 
spheres. Thus in feudal society the authority 
of the lord of the manor is not essentially 
different from that of the political monarch, 
the church hierarchy, or the family patri- 
arch, and the ideology of "natural estates” 
suffuses all social activity. No special norma- 
tive order is required for the economic sys- 
tem. But in capitalist society, to make the 
hierarchical division of labor appear just is 
no easy task, for the totalitarian organiza- 
tion of the enterprise clashes sharply with 
the ideals of equality, democracy, and 
participation that pervade the political and 
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legal spheres. Thus the economic enterprise 
as a political dictatorship and a social caste 
system requires special legitimation, and the 
mechanisms used to place individuals in un- 
equal (and unequally rewarding) positions 
require special justification. 

Indeed the history of U.S. labor is 
studded with revolts against the hierarchical 
division of labor, particularly prior to the 
full development of formal education and 
the 1.0. ideology in the early twentieth cen- 
шу, 

In 1844 the Lynn, Mass., shoe workers, 
losing control over their craft and their labor 
in the face of the rising factory system, 
wrote in their “Declaration of Indepen- 
dence”: 


Whereas, our employers have robbed us of 
certain rights... we feel bound to rise uni- 
tedly in our strength and burst asunder as 
Freemen ought the shackles and fetters with 
which they have long been chaining and 
binding us, by an unjust and unchristian use 
of power... which the possession of capital 
and superior knowledge furnishes. 


The ideology of the dispossessed farmer in 
the 1880s and 1890s or of the bankrupted 
small shopkeeper after the turn of the cen- 
tury is little different. That these radical 
thrusts against the hierarchical division of 
labor have by and large been deflected into 
more manageable wage or status demands 
bespeaks the power of the capitalist system 
to legitimize its changing structure, but in no 
way suggests that the perpetuation of the 
capitalist relations of production was ever a 
foregone conclusion?! 


The Thrust of Legitimation: 1.0., 
Technocracy, and Meritocracy 


We may isolate several related aspects of the 
social relations of production that are legi- 
timized in part by the LQ. ideology. To 
begin there are the overall characteristics of 
work in advanced U.S. capitalism: bureau- 
cratic organization, hierarchical lines of 
authority, job fragmentation, and unequal 
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reward. It is highly essential that the individ- 
ual accept, and indeed come to see as 
natural, these undemocratic and unequal 
aspects of the workaday world. 

Moreover, the mode of allocating individ- 
uals to these various positions in U.S. capi- 
talism is characterized by intense competi- 
tion in the educational system followed by 
individual assessment and choice by employ- 
ers. Here again the major problem is that this 
“allocation mechanism” must appear egali- 
tarian in process and just in outcome, paral- 
lel to the formal principle of “equality of all 
before the law” in a democratic juridical 
system based on freedom of contract. ` 

While these two areas refer to the legi- 
timation of capitalism as a social system, 
they have their counterpart in the individ- 
ual's personal life. Thus, just as individuals 
must come to accept the overall social rela- 
tions of production, workers must respect 
the authority and competence of their own 
"superiors" to direct their activities, and 
justify their own authority (however exten- 
sive) over others. Similarly, just as the 
overall system of role allocation must be 
legitimized, so individuals must assent to the 
justness of their own personal position, and 
the mechanisms through which this position 
has been attained. That workers be resigned 
to their position in production is perhaps 
adequate; that they be reconciled is even 
preferable. 

The contribution of I.Q.-ism to the legiti- 
mation of these social relations is based on a 
view of society that asserts the efficiency 
and technological necessity of modern indus- 
trial organization, and is buttressed by evi- 
dence of the similarity of production and 
work in such otherwise divergent social 
systems as the United States and the Soviet 
Union, In this view large-scale production is 
a requirement of advanced technology, and 
the hierarchical division of labor is the only 
effective means of coordinating the highly 
complex and interdependent parts of the 
large-scale productive system. Thus bureau- 
cratic order is awarded the status of an 
*evolutionary universal"; in the words of 
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Talcott Parsons: “Bureaucracy...is the 
most effective large-scale administrative 
organization that man has invented, and 
there is no direct substitute for 10.32 

The hallmark of the “technocratic per- 
spective” is its reduction of a complex web 
of social relations in production to a few 
tules of technological efficacy—whence its 
easy integration with the similarly techno- 
cratic view of social stratification inherent in 
the 1.Q. ideology. In this view the hier- 
archical division of labor arises from its 
natural superiority in the coordination of 
collective activity and in the nurturing of 
expertise in the control of complex produc- 
tion processes. In order to motivate the most 
able individuals to undertake the necessary 
training and preparation for high level oc- 
cupational roles, salaries and status must be 
closely associated with one’s level in the 
work hierarchy. Thus Davis and Moore, in 
their highly influential “functional theory of 
stratification," locate the “determinants of 
differential reward” in “differential func- 
tional importance" and “differential scarcity 
of personnel.” “Social inequality,” they con- 
clude, “is thus an unconsciously evolved de- 
vice by which societies insure that the most 
important positions are conscientiously 
filled by the most qualified persons."?? Herrn- 
stein is a little more concrete: “ТЕ virtually 
anyone is smart enough to be a ditch digger, 
and only half the people are smart enough to 
be engineers, then society is, in effect, hus- 
banding its intellectual resources by holding 
engineers in greater esteem and paying them 
more," 34 

This perspective, technocratic in its justi- 
fication of the hierarchical division of labor, 
leads smoothly to a meritocratic view of the 
process of matching individuals to jobs. An 
efficient and impersonal bureaucracy as- 
sesses the individual purely in terms of his or 
her expected contribution to production. 
The main determinants of an individual's 
expected job fitness are seen as those cogni- 
tive and psycho-motor capacities relevant to 
the worker's technical ability to do the job. 
The technocratic view of production and the 
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meritocratic view of job allocation yield an 
important corollary, to which we will later 
return. Namely, there is always a strong ten- 
dency in an efficient industrial order to 
abjure caste, class, sex, color, and ethnic 
origins in occupational placement. This ten- 
dency will be particularly strong in a capi- 
talist economy, where competitive pressures 
constrain employers to hire on the basis of 
strict efficiency criteria.” 

The technocratic view of production, 
along with the meritocratic view of hiring, 
provides the strongest form of legitimation 
of work organization and social stratification 
in capitalist society. Not only is the notion 
that the hierarchical division of labor is 
“technically necessary” (albeit politically 
totalitarian) strongly reinforced, but also the 
view that job allocation is just and egali- 
tarian (albeit severely unequal) is ultimately 
justified as objective, efficient, and neces- 
sary. Moreover, the individual’s reconcilia- 
tion with his or her own position in the 
hierarchy of production appears all but com- 
plete; the legitimacy of the authority of 
superiors no less than that of the individual’s 
own objective position flows not from social 
contrivance but from Science and Reason. 

That this view does not strain the 
credulity of well-paid intellectuals is perhaps 
not surprising?$' Nor would the techno- 
cratic/meritocratic perspective be of much 
use in legitimizing the hierarchical division 
of labor were its adherents to be counted 
only among the university elite and the tech- 
nical and professional experts, But such is 
not the case, Despite the extensive evidence 
that I.Q. is not an important determinant of 
individual occupational achievement (Sec- 
tion II), and despite the fact that few occu- 
pations place cognitive requirements on job 
entry, the crucial importance of 1.0. in per- 
sonal success has captured the public mind. 
Numerous attitude surveys exhibit this fact. 
In a national sample of high school students, 
for example, “intelligence” ranks second 
only to “good health" in importance as а 
desirable personal attribute.?7 Similarly a 
large majority chose “intelligence” along 
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with “hard work” as the most important 
requirements of success in life. The public 
concern over the Coleman Report findings 
about scholastic achievement and the furor 
over the 1.0. debate are merely indications 
of the pervasiveness of the I.Q. ideology. 

This popular acceptance, we shall argue, 
is due to the unique role of the educational 
system. 


Education and Legitimation 


To understand the widespread acceptance of 
the view that economic success is predicated 
on intellectual achievement we must look 
beyond the workplace, for the 1.0. ideology 
does not conform to most workers’ everyday 
experience on the job. Rather, the strength 
of this view derives in large measure from 
the interaction between schooling, cognitive 
achievement, and economic success. I.Q.-ism 
legitimates the hierarchical division of labor 
not directly, but primarily through its rela- 
tionship with the educational system. 

We can summarize the relationship as fol- 
lows. First, the distribution of rewards by 
the school is seen as being based on objec- 
tively measured cognitive achievement, and 
is therefore fair.* Second, schools are seen as 
being primarily oriented toward the produc- 
tion of cognitive skills. Third, higher levels 
of schooling are seen as а major, perhaps the 
strongest, determinant of economic success, 
and quite reasonably so, given the strong 


*Recent studies, such as Hauser, Heyns, and 
Jencks, indeed indicate a lack of social class or 
racial bias in school grades; given a student’s cogni- 
tive attainment, his or her grades seem not to be 
significantly affected by class or racial origins, at 
least on the high school level. See Robert Hauser, 
“Schools and the Stratification Process,” American 
Journal of Sociology, 74 (May 1969): 587—611; 
Barbara Heyns, “Curriculum Assignment and 
Tracking Policies in Forty-Eight Urban Public High 
Schools," Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 1971; 
Jencks, Inequality. On the other hand, school 
grades are by no means based on cognitive achieve- 
ment alone. An array of behavior and personality 
traits are rewarded as well—particularly those rele- 
vant to the student's future participation in the 
production system. For a statistical treatment of 
this question, see Gintis, *Education and the Char- 
acteristics of Worker Productivity.” 
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association of these two variables exhibited 
in Table 2. It is concluded, thus, that high 
1.Q.’s are acquired in a fair and open competi- 
tion in school and in addition are a major 
determinant of success. The conclusion is 
based on the belief that the relationship be- 
tween level of schooling and degree of eco- 
nomic success derives largely from the 
contribution of school to an individual's cog- 
nitive skills. Given the organization and 
stated objectives of schools it is easy to see 
how people would come to accept this belief. 
We have shown in Tables 2 and 5 that it is 
largely without empirical support. 

The linking of intelligence to economic 
success indirectly via the educational system 
strengthens rather than weakens the legiti- 
mation process. First, the day-to-day contact 
of parents and children with the competi- 
tive, cognitively oriented school environ- 
ment, with clear connections to the 
economy, buttresses in a very immediate and 
concrete way the technocratic perspective 
on economic organization, to a degree that a 
sporadic and impersonal testing process di- 
vorced from the school environment could 
not aspire. Second, by rendering the out- 
come (educational attainment) dependent 
not only on ability but also on motivation, 
drive to achieve, perseverance, and sacrifice, 
the status allocation mechanism acquires 
heightened legitimacy. Moreover, personal 
attributes are tested and developed over a 
long period of time, thus enhancing the ap- 
parent objectivity and achievement orienta- 
tion of the stratification system. Third, by 
gradually “cooling out” individuals at dif- 
ferent educational levels, the student’s as- 
pirations are relatively painlessly brought 
into line with his probable occupational 
status. By the time most students terminate 
schooling they have validated for themselves 
their inability or unwillingness to be a success 
at the next highest level. Through com- 
petition, success, and defeat in the class- 
room, the individual is reconciled to his or 
her social position? 

The statistical results of the previous sec- 
tion fit in well with our description of the 
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role of education in the legitimation process. 
The 1.0. ideology better legitimates the 
hierarchical division of labor the stronger are 
the statistical associations of I.Q. with level 
of schooling and economic success, and the 
weaker are the causal relations.t Weak causal 
relationships are also necessary for the ef- 
ficient operation of the job allocation process. 
1.Q. is in fact mot a crucial determinant 
of job adequacy; the placement of workers 
solely, or even largely, on the basis of cogni- 
tive abilities would seriously inhibit the effi- 
cient allocation of workers to occupational 
slots. Thus there must be a strong statistical 
association of LQ. with economic success, 
but little economic reward for having a 
higher LQ. in the absence of other traits 
normally associated with high LQ.9? Simi- 
larly there must be a strong statistical as- 
sociation between 1.0. and school success 
(grades), but enough individual variation to 
render “hard work” or good behavior impor- 
tant.*° Again there must be a strong statisti- 
cal association between school success and 
final level of education attainment, but 
enough individual variation to allow any 
“sufficiently motivated” student to achieve 
higher educational levels. Lastly there must 
be a strong association between level of 
education and economic success, but enough 
individual variation to reward “achievement 
motivation” and to allow for the multitude 
of personal attributes of differential value in 
educational and occupational perfor- 
mance.*! All of these conditions appear to 
be satisfied..... 

Fifth, and cutting across all of the above, 
with the return to comparatively smooth 
capitalist development in the United States 
in the mid-1950s after the tumultuous 
decades of the 1930s and 1940s, the impact 
of far-reaching cumulative changes in the 
class structure is increasingly reflected in 


+By “statistical association” we refer to the simple 
correlation coefficient between the two variables. 
By “causal relation” we mean the partial derivative 
of one variable with respect to another, namely, 
the effect of a change in one variable on another, 
holding constant all other relevant variables. 
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crises of public consciousness. The corpora- 
tization of agriculture and reduction of the 
farm population has particularly affected 
Blacks, who are subjected to the painful 
process of forceful integration into the 
urban wage labor system. The resulting poli- 
tical instabilities are not unlike those follow- 
ing the vast wave of immigrants in the early 
decades of the century. Changes in the tech- 
nology of household production and the vast 
increase in female labor in the service indus- 
tries also portend a radically altered eco- 
nomic position of women. Finally the large 
corporation and the state bureaucracies have 
replaced entrepreneurial, elite white-collar, 
and independent professional jobs as the 
locus of middle-class economic activity, and 
the effective proletarianization of white- 
collar labor marks the already advanced in- 
tegration of these groups into the wage labor 
system. In each case contradictions have 
arisen between the traditional consciousness 
of these groups and their new objective eco- 
nomic situations. This has provided much of 
the impetus for radical movements among 
Blacks, women, students, and counter cul- 
ture youth. 

While searching for long-range structural 
accommodations to these contradictions, 
defenders of the capitalist order will likely 
be forced to place increasing reliance on the 
general legitimation mechanisms associated 
with the meritocratic-technocratic ideology. 
As a result it appears likely that the future 
will reveal increasing reliance on the 
"meritocratic" stratification mechanisms 
and the associated legitimating ideologies: 
LQ.ism and educational credentialism. Ef- 
forts and resources will doubtless multiply 
toward the “full equalization of oppor- 
tunity," but the results, if our arguments are 
correct, will be limited as long as the hier- 
archical division of labor perpetuates itself. 

The credentialist and 1.0. ideology upon 
which the  "meritocratic" legitimation 
mechanisms depend is thus already under 
attack. Blacks reject the racism implicit in 
much of the recent work on 1.0.; they are 
not mystified by the elaborate empirical sub- 
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stantiation of the geneticist position, nor by 
the assertions of meritocracy by function- 
alist sociologists. Their daily experience gives 
them insights that seem to have escaped 
many social scientists. Likewise women—in- 
deed many poor people of both sexes—know 
that their exclusion from jobs is not based 
on any deficiency of educational credentials. 

We have here attempted to speed up the 
process of demystification by showing that 
the purportedly “scientific” empirical basis 
of credentialism and I.Q.-ism is false. In ad- 
dition, we have attempted to facilitate link- 
ages between these groups and workers’ 
movements within the dominant white male 
labor force, by showing that the same 
mechanisms are used to divide strata against 
one another so as to maintain the inferior 
status of “minority” groups. 

The assault on economic inequality and 
hierarchical control of work appears likely 
to intensify. Along with other social strains 
endemic to advanced capitalism, the growing 
tension between people's needs for self- 
realization in work and the needs of capi- 
talists and managers for secure top-down 
control of economic activity opens up the 
possibility of powerful social movements 
dedicated to the elimination of the hier- 
archical division of labor. We hope our paper 
will contribute to this outcome. 
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11. Community Colleges and Social Stratification: 
Submerged Class Conflict in American Higher Education 


In recent years a remarkable transformation 
has occurred in American higher education, 
a change as far-ranging in its consequences as 
the earlier transformation of the American 
high school from an elite to a mass institu- 
tion. At the forefront of this development 
has been the burgeoning two-year com- 
munity college movement. Enrolling 
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153,970 students in 1948, two-year public 
colleges increased their enrollment by one 
million over the next twenty years to 
1,169,635 in 1968 (Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, 1970, p. 75). This 
growth in enrollment has been accompanied 
by an increase in the number of institutions; 
during the 1960’s, the number of com- 
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munity colleges increased from 656 to 
1,100. Nationally, one-third of all students 
who enter higher education today start in a 
community college. In California, the state 
with the most intricate network of com- 
munity colleges, students who begin in a 
community college represent 80 per cent of 
all entering students (Medsker & Tillery, 
1971, 16-17). In the future, the role of 
community colleges in the system of higher 
education promises to become even larger. 

A complex set of forces underlies this 
extraordinary change in the structure of 
American higher education. One critical 
factor in the expansion and differentiation 
of the system of colleges and universities has 
been a change in the structure of the econ- 
omy. Between 1950 and 1970, the propor- 
tion of technical and professional workers in 
the labor force rose from 7.1 per cent to 
14.5 per cent (Bureau of the Census, 1971a, 
p. 225). Some of this increase took place 
among traditional professions, such as law 
and medicine, but much of it occurred 
among growth fields such as data processing 
and the health semi-professions which fre- 
quently require more than a high school 
education but less than a bachelor’s degree. 
Community colleges have been important in 
providing the manpower for this growing 
middle-level stratum and, if current projec- 
tions of occupational trends are correct, 
they are likely to become indispensable in 
filling labor force needs during the next few 
years. Openings for library technicians and 
dental hygienists, for example, jobs for 
which community colleges provide much of 
the training, will number 9,000 and 2,400 
respectively per year for the next decade. 
Overall, the largest growth area until 1980 
will be the technical and professional cate- 
gory with a projected increase of 50 per cent 
(Bushnell and Zagaris, 1972, p. 135). With- 
out these major changes in the American 
economy, it is extremely unlikely that the 
community college movement would have 
attained its present dimensions. 

Although a change in the nature of the 
labor force laid the groundwork for a system 


of two-year public colleges, the magnitude 
and shape of the community college move- 
ment owe much to American ideology about 
equal opportunity through education. Ob- 
servers, both foreign and domestic, have long 
noted that Americans take pride in their 
country’s openness—in its apparent capacity 
to let each person advance as far as his 
abilities can take him, regardless of social 
origins. This perceived freedom from caste 
and class is often contrasted to the aristo- 
cratic character of many European socie- 
ties.’ America, according to the ideology, is 
the land of opportunity, and the capstone of 
its open opportunity structure is its system 
of public education. 

Americans have not only believed in the 
possibility of upward mobility through ed- 
ucation, but have also become convinced 
that, in a society which places considerable 
emphasis on credentials, the lack of the 
proper degrees may well be fatal to the 
realization of their aspirations. In recent 
years higher education has obtained a virtual 
monopoly on entrance to middle and upper 
level positions in the class structure. Table 1 
shows that the probability of holding a high 
status job, in this case defined as a profes- 
sional or managerial position, increases 
sharply with the possession of a bachelor’s 
degree. This stress on diplomas has led to a 
clamor for access to higher education, re- 
gardless of social background or past 
achievements. The American educational 
system keeps the mobility “contest”? open 
for as long as possible and has been willing 
and able to accommodate the demands of 
the populace for universal access to college. 

Response to the pressure for entrance led 
to greater hierarchical differentiation within 
higher education.) Existing four-year col- 
leges did not, for the most part, open up to 
the masses of students demanding higher 
education (indeed, selectivity at many of 
these institutions has increased in recent 
years); instead, separate two-year institu- 
tions stressing their open and democratic 
character were created for these new stu- 
dents. Herein lies the genius of the com- 
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Table 1. Percentage of U. 5. Younger Employed Males in Profes- 
sional and Managerial Occupations, by Level of Educational At- 
tainment, Latter 1960’s 


Level of educational attainment Percentage, professional and managerial 


High school graduation only 7: 
One or two terms of college 13 
Three or four terms of college 28 
Five to seven terms of college 32 
Eight or more terms of college 82 


Source: Unpublished tabulations of the October 1967, 1968, and 1969 
Current Population Surveys of the Bureau of the Census, in which the 
occupations of younger persons, and the imputed earnings for the various 
occupations, were related to levels of educational attainment. (Jaffe and 
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Adams, 1972, p. 249) 


munity college movement: it seemingly 
fulfills the traditional American quest for 
equality of opportunity without sacrificing 
the principle of achievement. On the one 
hand, the openness of the community col- 
lege* gives testimony to the American com- 
mitment to equality of opportunity through 
education; an empirical study by Medsker 
and Trent (1965) shows that, among stu- 
dents of high ability and low social status, 
the rate of college attendance varies from 22 
per cent in a community with no colleges to 
53 per cent in a community with a junior 
college. On the other hand, the community 
colleges leave the principle of achievement 
intact by enabling the state colleges and uni- 
versities to deny access to those citizens who 
do not meet their qualifications. The latent 
ideology of the community college move- 
ment thus suggests that everyone should 
have an opportunity to attain elite status, 
but that once they have had a chance to 
prove themselves, an unequal distribution of 
rewards is acceptable. By their ideology, by 
their position in the implicit tracking system 
of higher education—indeed, by their very 
relationship to the larger class structure—the 
community colleges lend affirmation to the 
merit principle which, while facilitating in- 
dividual upward mobility, diverts attention 
from underlying questions of distributive 
justice. 

The community college movement is part 
of a larger historical process of educational 


expansion. In the early twentieth century, 
the key point of expansion was at the 
secondary level as the high school underwent 
a transition from an elite to a mass institu- 
tion. Then, as now, access to education was 
markedly influenced by socioeconomic 
status.* 

As the high school became a mass institu- 
tion, it underwent an internal transforma- 
tion (Trow, 1966). Formerly providing 
uniform training to a small group of rela- 
tively homogeneous students in order to en- 
able them to fill new white-collar jobs, the 
high school responded to the massive influx 
of students by developing a differentiated 
curriculum. The main thrust of this new 
curriculum was to provide terminal rather 
than college preparatory education. 

Martin Trow places this “first transfor- 
mation of American secondary education" 
between 1910 and 1940. During this period, 
the proportion of the 14 to 17 age group 
attending rose from about 15 per cent to 
over 70 per cent. Since World War II, a 
similar transformation has been taking place 
in American higher education: in 1945, 16.3 
per cent of the 18 to 21 age group was 
enrolled in college; by 1968, the proportion 
had grown to 40.8 per cent (Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1970, p. 
67). This growth has been accompanied by 
increasing differentiation in higher educa- 
tion, with the community colleges playing a 
pivotal role in this new division of labor. In 
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short, educational expansion seems to lead 
to some form of tracking which, in tum, 
distributes people in a manner which is 
roughly commensurate with both their class 
origins and their occupational destination. 

The process by which the educational sys- 
tem expands without narrowing relative dif- 
ferences between groups or changing the 
underlying opportunity structure may be 
referred to as “educational inflation” (cf. 
Milner, 1972). Like economic inflation, 
educational inflation means that what used 
to be quite valuable (e.g., a high school 
diploma) is worth less than it once was. As 
lower socioeconomic groups attain access to 
a specific level of education, educational 
escalation is pushed one step higher. When 
the high school was democratized, sorting 
continued to take place through the mecha- 
nism of tracking, with higher status children 
taking college preparatory programs and 
lower status children enrolling in terminal 
vocational courses; similarly as access to col- 
lege was universalized, the allocative func- 
tion continued to occur through the 
provision of separate schools, two-year com- 
munity colleges which would provide an 
education for most students that would not 
only be different from a bachelor’s degree 
program, but also shorter. The net effect of 
educational inflation is thus to vitiate the 
social impact of extending educational op- 
portunity to a higher level. 

If the theory of educational inflation is 
correct, we would expect that the tre- 
mendous expansion of the educational 
system in the twentieth century has been 
accompanied by minimal changes in the 
system of social stratification. Indeed, vari- 
ous studies indicate that the rate of social 
mobility has remained fairly constant in the 
last half-century (Lipset and Bendix, 1959; 
Blau and Duncan, 1967) as has the distribu- 
tion of wealth and income (Kolko, 1962; 
Miller, 1971; Jencks, 1972). Apparently, the 
extension of educational opportunity, how- 
ever much it may have contributed to other 
spheres such as economic productivity and 
the general cultural level of the society, has 
resulted in little or no change in the overall 


extent of social mobility and economic in- 
equality. 

To observe that educational expansion 
has not resulted in fundamental changes in 
the American class structure is in no way to 
deny that it Лаз been critical in providing 
upward mobility for many individuals. Nor is 
the assertion that patterns of mobility and 
inequality have been fairly stable over time 
meant to reflect upon the intentionsof those 
who were instrumental in changing the shape 
of the educational system; at work have been 
underlying social processes, particularly eco- 
nomic and ideological ones, which have 
helped give shape to the community college. 

The thesis of this paper is that the com- 
munity college, generally viewed as the lead- 
ing edge of an open and egalitarian system of 
higher education, is in reality a prime con- 
temporary expression of the dual historical 
patterns of class-based tracking and of 
educational inflation. The paper will ex- 
amine data on the social composition of the 
community college student body, the flow 
of community college students through the 
system of higher education, and the dis- 
tributive effects of public higher education. 
Throughout, the emphasis will be on social 
class and tracking. An analysis of existing 
evidence will show that the community col- 
lege is itself the bottom track of the system 
of higher education in both class origins and 
occupational destinations of its students. 
Further, tracking takes place within the 
community college in the form of vocational 
education. The existence of submerged class 
conflicts, inherent in a class-based tracking 
system, will receive considerable attention, 
with special emphasis on the processes which 
contribute to these conflicts remaining 
latent. The paper will conclude with a dis- 
cussion of the implications of its findings on 
class and the community college. 


THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT BODY 


If community colleges occupy the bottom of 
a tracking system within higher education 
that is closely linked to the external class 
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Table 2. Father's Occupational Classification by Type of College 


Entered (percentages) 


Father's occupational classification 


Skilled, Semi-professional, Professional 
semi-skilled, small business, and 

Type of college unskilled sales and clerical managerial Total 
Public two-year 55 29 16 100 
Public four-year 49 32 19 100 
Private four-year 38 30 32 100 
Public university 32 33 35 100 
Private university 20 31 49 100 


Source: Medsker and Trent (1965) 


structure, the social composition of the two- 
year public college should be proportion- 
ately lower in status than that of more 
prestigious four-year institutions. Christo- 
pher Jencks and David Riesman, in The 
Academic Revolution (1968, p. 485), how- 
ever, citing 1966 American Council on 
Education data, suggest that the “parents of 
students who enroll at community colleges 
are slightly richer than the parents of stu- 
dents at four-year institutions.” This conclu- 
sion is derived from the small income 
Superiority students at two-year public col- 
leges had over students at four-year public 
colleges in 1966; it ignores public universi- 
ties and all private institutions. Several other 
studies, most of them more recent, show 
that community college students do come 
from lower class backgrounds, as measured 
by income, occupation, and education, than 
do their counterparts at four-year colleges 
and universities (Medsker and Trent, 1965; 
Schoenfeldt, 1968; American Council on 


Education, 1971; Medsker and Tillery, 1971; 
Bureau of the Census, 1972). 

Table 2 presents data showing the dis- 
tribution of fathers’ occupations at various 
types of colleges. Community colleges are 
lowest in terms of social class; they have the 
fewest children of professionals and mana- 
gers (16 per cent) and the most of blue-col- 
lar workers (55 per cent). Private universi- 
ties, the most prestigious of the categories 
and the one linked most closely to graduate 
and professional schools, have the highest 
social composition: 49 per cent professional 
and managerial and only 20 per cent blue- 
collar. Interestingly, the proportion of 
middle-level occupations shows little varia- 
tion among the various types of colleges. 

Now that the lower-middle and working- 
class character of community colleges has 
been demonstrated, it would seem to follow 
that college type is also related to family 
income. Table 3, based on nationally repre- 
sentative American Council on Education 


Table 3. Family Income by Type of College Entered (percentages) 


Family income 


Type of college Under $8,000 — $8,000—12,499 — $12,500—20,000 Over $20,000 Total 
Public two-year 27.2 34.8 26.4 11.5 100 
Public four-year 254 31.7 28.3 14.7 100 
Public university 15.1 29.7 32.8 22.3 100 
Private university 10.6 20.4 27.3 41.8 100 


Source: American Council on Education (1971, p. 39) 
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Table 4. Father’s Education by Type of College Entered (percentages) 


Father's education 
Grammar Some High Post- 
school high school Some College ^ graduate 
Type of college or less school graduate college graduate degree Total 
Public two-year 127 21.3 31.7 19.1 1L5 3.8 100 
Public four-year 12.1 19.4 34.7 17.9 11.1 4.8 100 
Public university 8.0 13.9 29.0 20.3 19.0 9.8 100 
Private university 4.6 9.6 21.9 18.9 244 20.5 100 
Elite 1.2 3.5 10.6 13.1 31.3 40.5 100 


Source: American Council on Education (1966, p. 22) 
"Elite colleges are defined as institutions having average freshman SAT's over 650. For more data on 


elite colleges see Karabel and Astin (1975). 


data for 1971, reveals systematic income, dif- 
ferences among the student bodies at various 
types of colleges. Over one-quarter of all 
community college students are from rela- 
tively low income families (under $8000) 
compared with about 11 per cent at private 
universities. Affluent students (over 
$20,000) comprise 12 per cent of the stu- 
dent body at community colleges but over 
40 per cent at private institutions. The four- 
year public colleges show income distribu- 
tions between community colleges and 
private universities. 

Prestige differences among colleges also 
correspond to differences in fathers’ educa- 
tional attainment. In Table 4, American 
Council on Education data for 1966 show 
that the proportion of students whose 
fathers graduated from college ranges from 
15.3 per cent at community colleges to 71.8 
per cent at elite institutions (colleges with 
average Scholastic Aptitude Tests over 650). 
Over one third of public two-year college 
students have fathers who did not graduate 
from high school compared with less than 5 
per cent at elite colleges. 

The data on occupation, income, and 
education all run in the same direction and 
testify to an increase in social class position 
as one ascends the prestige hierarchy of col- 
leges and universities. Community colleges, 
at the bottom of the tracking system in 
higher education, are also lowest in student 
body class composition. That college pres- 


tige is a rough indicator of factors leading to 
adult occupational attainment and of adult 
socioeconomic status itself is borne out by a 
number of studies (Havemann and West, 
1952; Reed and Miller, 1970; Wolfle, 1971; 
Pierson, 1969; Collins, 1971; Spaeth, 1968; 
Sharp, 1970; Folger et aL, 1970). Thus, the 
current tracking system in higher education 
may help transmit inequality intergenera- 
tionally. Lower class students dispropor- 
tionately attend community colleges which, 
in turn, channel them into relatively low 
status jobs. 

However related attendance at a com- 
munity college may be to social origins, stu- 
dents are not explicitly sorted into the 
hierarchically differentiated system of higher 
education on the basis of social class. More 
important than class background in predict- 
ing where one goes to college is measured 
academic ability (Folger et al, 1970, pp. 
166—167; Karabel and Astin, forthcoming). 
Schoenfeldt (1968), using Project TALENT 
data, reports that junior college students are 
more like non-college students in terms of 
academic ability and more like four-year col- 
lege students in terms of socioeconomic 
status. A review of research on the ability of 
junior college students by Cross (1968) con- 
cludes that they show substantially less 
measured academic ability than their four- 
year counterparts although there is a great 
diversity in academic ability among junior 
college students. In a sample of 1966 high 
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school graduates in four states who entered 
community colleges, 19 per cent were in the 
highest quartile of academic ability (Medsker 
& Tillery, 1971, p. 38), As is common with 
aggregate data, generalizations obscure im- 
portant variations among individuals. In Cali- 
fornia, where admission to the state colleges 
and university is limited to the top 33 1/3 
and 12 1/2 per cent in ability respectively, 
approximately 26 and 6 per cent of students 
who choose a junior college would have been 
eligible for a state college or university (Co- 
ordinating Council, 1969, p. 79). 

There is evidence that many high ability 
students who attend community colleges are 
of modest social origins. In California, for 
example, the proportion of eligible students 
who choose to attend the state colleges or 
university varies from 22.5 per cent among 
students from families with incomes of 
under $4,000 to over 50 per cent in the 
$20,000—-25,000 category (Hansen and Weis- 
brod, 1969, p. 74). It is assumed that many 
of these low-income students attend a 
nearby two-year college. Table 5 estimates 
the probability of a male student entering a 
junior college (public and private). The like- 
liest entrant at a two-year college is the 
person of high academic ability and low 
social status followed by the high status stu- 
dent of less than average ability. These data, 
however, cannot be construed as providing 
the relative proportion of intelligent, poor 
students as opposed to mediocre, rich stu- 
dents in the community college; instead, 
they merely show the probability of attend- 


Table 5. Probability of a Male Entering a 
Two-Year College 


Ability quarter 
Socioeconomic Low High 
quarter 1 2 3 4 
Low 1 04 07 06  .16 
2 03 .07 10 .08 
3 07 Мао 68. 
High 4 A1 12 “Gl 15 


Source: Schoenfeldt (1968, p. 357) 
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ing a two-year college if someone falls into а 
particular category. Table 5 also illustrates 
that there is a diversity of both social class 
and academic ability in the community col- 
lege. Internal diversity notwithstanding, the 
community college does indeed stand at the 
bottom of the tracking system in higher 
education not only from the perspective of 
social class, but also from that of academic 
ability. .. . 


Cooling Out: Process and Functions 


The preceding section on patterns of at- 
tendance among community college students 
showed large discrepancies between aspira- 
tions and their realization. Unrealized educa- 
tional aspirations, almost always linked to a 
desire for upward mobility, reach genuinely 
massive proportions among community col- 
lege students. Clearly, the social process 
which enables those who entered the junior 
college with high hopes never to be realized 
to adjust to their situation bears close in- 
vestigation, 

The key to this process is what Burton 
Clark (1960), in a classic case study of San 
José City College (a two-year institution), 
referred to as “cooling out.” The com- 
munity college, according to Clark, has three 
types of students; pure terminal (usually 
occupational), pure transfer, and latent 
terminal. The latent terminal student, the 
one who would like to transfer but who is 
not likely to meet the qualifications, poses a 
serious problem for the junior college. The 
crux of the dilemma is how to gently con- 
vince the latent terminal student that a 
transfer program is inappropriate for him 
without seeming to deny him the equal 
educational opportunity that Americans 
value so highly. Clark does not specify the 
class origins of these students, but since the 
modal community college student is of rela- 
tively low social status (Cross, 1971) and 
since SES is itself related both to academic 
ability and to the probability of dropping 
out of college, it seems fair to assume that 
many of them are working class or lower 
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middle class. A great deal is thus at stake 
here: failure to give these students a “fair 
shake” would undermine American confi- 
dence in the democratic character of the 
educational system and, very possibly, of the 
larger society. 

“Cooling out,” the process described by 
Clark (pp. 71—76) of handling latent termi- 
nal students, begins even before the student 
arrives as a freshman, A battery of pre-en- 
trance tests are given, and low scores lead to 
remedial classes which not only cast doubt 
on the student’s promise, but which also 
slow his movement toward courses for 
credit. The second step is a meeting with a 
counselor to arrange the student’s class 
schedule, In view of test scores, high school 
record, and the student’s objectives, the 
counselor tries to assist the student in 
choosing a realistic program.* 

The next step of the process Clark de- 
scribes in his case study of San José is a 
specially devised course called "Psychology 
5, Orientation to College." A one-unit man- 
datory course, it is designed to assist the 
student in selecting a program and places 
special emphasis on the problem of “un- 
realistic aspirations." Counselors report that 
the course provides an ideal opportunity “to 
talk tough" in an impersonal way to latent 
terminal students. 

The cooling out process has, until this 
point, been gentle, and the latent-terminal 
student can refuse to heed the subtle and 
not-so-subtle hints he has been given. The 
fourth step of the process, however— 
dissemination of “need for improvement 
notices,” given to students in courses where 
they are getting low grades—is impossible to 
ignore, If the student does not seek guid- 
ance, the counselor, with the authority of 
the disciplinary apparatus behind him, 
requests to see the student. All of this goes 
into the student’s permanent record. 

The fifth and possibly most decisive step 
of the process is the placing of a student on 
probation. This is to pressure him into a 
realistic program. “The real meaning of 
probation,” says Clark, “lies in its killing off 


the hope of some of the latent terminal 
students” (p. 75). 

The purpose of the drawn-out counseling 
procedure is not to bludgeon the student 
into dropping out, but rather to have the 
student himself decide to switch out of the 
transfer program. If the student can be per- 
suaded to take himself out of the competi- 
tion without being forced out of it (through 
being flunked out), he is much more likely 
to retain a benign view of the sorting 
process, 

The opaqueness of the cooling out func- 
tion is indispensable to its successful perfor- 
mance, In а revealing passage, Clark 
describes the nature of the problem: 


A dilemma of this role, however, is that it 
needs to remain reasonably latent, not 
clearly perceived and understood by 
prospective clientele. Should the function 
become obvious, the ability of the junior 
college to perform it would be impaired, The 
realization that the junior college is a place 
where students reach undesired destinations 
would turn the pressure for college admis- 
sion back on the “protected” colleges, The 
widespread identification of the junior col- 
lege as principally a transfer station, aided 
by the ambiguity of the “community col- 
lege" label, helps keep this role reasonably 
opaque to public scrutiny. (p. 165) 


The implication of this passage, of course, is 
that the community college would be unable 
to perform its task of allowing high aspira- 
tions to gently subside if its social function 
were understood by those most directly 
affected by it. Clark considers "the student 
who filters out of education while in the 
junior college . . . to be very much what such 
a college is about" (p. 84), and refers to the 
“transforming of transfer students into 
terminal students" as the community col- 
lege's “operational specialty" (p. 146). 

One problem with Clark's analysis of the 
community college is that he perceives the 
*situation of structured failure" to emerge 
out of a conflict between the rigorous aca- 
demic standards of higher education and the 
non-selective open door. What Clark has 
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failed to do here is to take his analysis а step 
further to analyze the social function of 
standards. Rothbart (1970) notes that 
“objective” academic standards also serve to 
exclude the poor and minorities from the 
university. The even-handed application of 
these standards to all groups gives each indi- 
vidual the feeling that he “һай his chance.” 
Academic . standards, far from being the 
quintessential expression of an objective 
ivory tower concept, justify the university as 
a means of distributing privilege and of 
legitimating inequality. This is not to deny 
that academic standards have important 
intellectual substance, but it is to say that 
standards do have a class function. Indeed, 
what appears to Clark to be a conflict 
between professors committed to standards 
and students who do not “measure up” is, in 
a wider sense, a conflict between low-status 
students demanding upward mobility and a 
system unable to fully respond to their 
aspirations because it is too narrow at the 
top. Academic standards are located in the 
midst of this conflict and serve as a “‘covert 
mechanism" which, according to Rothbart, 
enables the university to “до the dirty work 
for the rest of the society" (p. 174). The 
cooling out process, the opaqueness of 
which Clark himself stresses, is thus the 
expression not only of an academic conflict, 
but also of a submerged class conflict. 
Community colleges, which are located at 
the very point in the structure of educa- 
tional and social stratification where cultural 
aspirations clash head on with the realities of 
the class system, developed cooling out as a 
means not only of allocating people to slots 
in the occupational structure, but also of 
legitimating the process by which people are 
sorted. One of its main features is that it 
causes people to blame themselves rather 
than the system for their “failure.” This 
process was an organic rather than a con- 
scious one; cooling out was not designed by 
anyone but rather grew out of the conflict 
between cultural aspirations and economic 
reality. Commitment to standards, sincerely 
held by many academics, may have played a 
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small part in this process, but professorial 
devotion to academic rigor could disappear 
and the underlying cultural and structural 
conflict would remain. Cooling out, or some- 
thing very much like it, was and is inevitable 
given this conflict. 

The cooling out process not only allows 
the junior college to perform its sorting and 
legitimation functions; given the class com- 
position of the community college and the 
data on attrition, it also enables the two-year 
college to contribute to the intergenerational 
transmission of privilege (Bowles, 1971 and 
1972). At the bottom of an increasingly 
formalized tracking system in higher educa- 
tion, community colleges channel working- 
class students away from four-year colleges 
and into middle level technical occupations. 
Having gained access to higher education, 
the low status student is often cooled out 
and made to internalize his structurally 
induced failure. The tremendous disjunction 
between aspirations and their realization, a 
potentially troublesome political problem, is 
thus mitigated and the ideology of equal 
opportunity is sustained. That community 
colleges have a negative impact on persis- 
tence, that they do not increase the number 
of bachelor's degrees, that they seem to pro- 
vide the greatest opportunity for transfer 
(and hence mobility) to middle class 
students—these are all facts which are 
unknown to their clientele. The community 
college movement, seemingly a promising 
extension of equal educational opportunity, 
in reality marks the extension of a class- 
based tracking system into higher education 
and the continuation of a long historical 
process of educational escalation without 
real change. 


TRACKING WITHIN THE COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE—VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 


The subordinate position of the community 
college within the tracking system of higher 
education has often been noted. What has 
been less frequently noted is that tracking 
also takes place within the community col- 
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lege. Two-year public colleges are almost 
always open door institutions, but admission 
to programs within them is often on a selec- 
tive basis. What this generally means in prac- 
tice is that students who are not “transfer 
material” are either tracked into vocational 
programs or cooled out altogether. 

Class-based tracking, whether between 
schools, within schools, or both, is not new 
in American education. This pattern extends 
back into the early twentieth century, the 
period during which the American high 
school became a mass institution.” If the 
theory of class-based hierarchical differentia- 
tion in education is applied to the question 
of tracking within the community college, it 
would lead us to expect a relatively low class 
composition among students in vocational 
programs. 

Data presented in Table 6 show a pro- 
nounced class bias in the composition of 
community college students enrolled in 
vocational programs. Compared with stu- 
dents in transfer programs, vocational 
students are markedly lower in family 
income, father's education, and father's 
occupation. While almost half of community 
college students in the transfer curriculum 
are from white-collar families, only one- 


fourth of the students in vocational 
programs are from such backgrounds. Stu- 
dents enrolled in technical programs fall in 
between vocational and transfer students 
along various measures of socioeconomic 
status. Black students show themselves to be 
considerably more likely than white students 
to enroll in community college vocational 
programs.* 

The relatively low social origins of voca- 
tional and technical students are likely to be 
reflected in their adult occupations. Commu- 
nity college occupational programs are 
broadly designed to prepare people for en- 
trance into the growing technical and semi- 
professional stratum. Estimates as to the size 
of this expanding class suggest that it may 
comprise one-third of the labor force by 
1975 (Harris, 1971, p. 254). This stratum 
occupies the lower-middle levels of the 
system of social stratification, but it creates 
a sensation of upward mobility among its 
members because it is representative of the 
change from a blue-collar (or secondary) to a 
white-collar (or tertiary) economy. Since 
many members of this “new working class" 
originate from blue-collar backgrounds, their 
movement into this stratum does in fact 
represent mobility. Yet it may be conjec- 


Table 6. Selected Characteristics of Students Enrolled in Three Curric- 
ulums in 63 Comprehensive Community Colleges (percentages) 


Characteristics College parallel Technical Vocational 

Father’s occupation 

Unskilled or semiskilled 18 26 35 

White collar 46 35 25 
Parental income 

Less than $6,000 14 14 24 

More than $10,000 36 28 21 
Father’s formal education 

Less than high school graduation 27 34 50 

Some college or more 31 20 14 
Race 

Caucasian 91 79 70 

Negro 5 7 14 

Oriental 1 7 1 

Other 1 4 6 


Source: Comparative Guidance and Placement Program, 1969. (Cross, 1970, p. 


191) 
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Table 7. Yearly Income of U. S. Younger Employed Males, by Level of 
Educational Attainment, Late 1960s (Base: High school graduation 


income = 100) 


Level of educational attainment Income Percentage of. all college dropouts 
High school graduation 100 – 
One or two terms of college 110 40 
Three or four terms of college 119 37 
Five to seven terms of college 121 23 
Eight or more terms of college 150 = 


Source: Unpublished tabulations of the October 1967, 1968, and 1969 Current 
Population Surveys of the Bureau of the Census, in which the occupations of 
younger persons, and the imputed earnings for the various occupations, were 
related to levels of educational attainment. (Jaffe and Adams, 1972, p. 249) 


tured that this perception of mobility is only 
temporary; as more and more people move 
into these jobs, the prestige of a white-collar 
position may undergo a corresponding 
decline in status.” 

Evidence on the economic returns of 
these vocational programs is, at best, in- 
direct, and empirical studies on this topic 
would be extremely useful. Yet it is 
apparent that, in general, having two years 
of college is not half as good as having four 
years (Bowles, 1972, Jaffe & Adams, 1972). 
Table 7, based on recent Census Bureau 
data, indicates that the recipient of five to 
seven terms of college is closer in income to 
a high school graduate than to a college 
graduate. Possibly, there is some sort of 
“sheepskin effect” associated with the 
attainment of a bachelor’s degree. But what- 
ever the reasons, having part of a college 
education seems to be of limited economic 
value. Whether this is also true for commu- 
nity college students in programs specially 
designed to prepare them for an occupation 
remains to be seen.’ 


The Sponsors of the Vocational Movement 


Unlike the movement for open admissions to 
college, which received much of its impetus 
from mass pressure, there has been little 
popular clamor for community college voca- 
tional programs. Indeed, most junior college 
entrants see the two-year college as a way- 


station to a four-year college and shun 
occupational programs (see the next sec- 
tion). Despite this, there has been an enor- 
mous push to increase enrollment in 
community college occupational programs. 
This push from the top for more career 
education marks one of the major develop- 
ments in the evolution of the community 
college movement. 

The interest of the business community 
in encouraging occupational training at 
public expense is manifest. With a changing 
labor force which requires ever-increasing 
amounts of skill to perform its tasks and 
with manpower shortages in certain critical 
areas, private industry is anxious to use the 
community college as a training ground for 
its employees. An associate of the Space 
Division of the North American Rockwell 
Corporation makes the corporate viewpoint 
clear: “industry... must recognize that 
junior colleges are indispensable to the fulfill- 
ment of its needs for technical manpower" 
(Ryan, 1971, p. 71). In the Los Angeles 
area, Space Division personnel and junior 
college faculty work together to set up cur- 
ricular requirements, frame course content, 
determine student competence, and formu- 
late “on-the-job performance objectives.” 

The influence of the business community 
on the junior college is exerted in part 
through membership of local industrial 
notables on community college boards of 
trustees, Hartnett (1969, p. 28) reports that 
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33 per cent of public junior college trustees 
are business executives and that over half of 
all community college trustees agree that 
“running a college is basically like running a 
business.” Overt business interference in the 
affairs of the community college is, however, 
probably rare; the ideological influence of 
the business community, with its emphasis 
on pragmatism and economic efficiency, is 
so pervasive in the two-year college that con- 
flicts between the industrial and educational 
communities would not normally arise. One 
imagines that Arthur M. Cohen (1971b, p. 
6), Director of the ERIC Clearinghouse for 
Junior Colleges, is hardly exaggerating when 
he says that when “corporate тап- 
agers... announce a need for skilled 
workers, . . . college administrators trip over 
each other in their haste to organize a new 
technical curriculum.” 

Foundations have also shown an intense 
interest in junior college vocational pro- 
grams, an interest which is somewhat more 
difficult to explain than that of business and 
industry. The Kellogg Foundation, which 
over a period of years has made grants to the 
community college movement totaling 
several million dollars (Gleazer, 1969, p. 38), 
has a long-standing interest in career train- 
ing. In 1959, the general director of the 
Kellogg Foundation noted approvingly that 
the “community college movement can do 
much to supply the sub-professionals, the 
technicians so necessary to the professions 
and industry in the years ahead” (Powell, 
1965, p. 17). Kellogg followed up on this 
interest in career education with grants to 
Chicago City Junior College in 1963 and 
1964 for associate degree programs in nurs- 
ing and business which came to $312,440 
and $112,493 respectively (Sunko, 1965, p. 
42). In addition, in the late 1950's, Kellogg 
made a several hundred thousand dollar 
commitment to support the American Asso- 
ciation of Junior Colleges, the national 
organization of the two-year college move- 
ment which has itself been a long-time 
advocate of vocational programs (Brick, 
1964). 


The Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education, financially sponsored by, but 
independent of, the Carnegie Corporation of 
New York, has also been active in sponsoring 
career education. In its widely read pam- 
phlet, The Open-Door Colleges, the Carnegie 
Commission (1970) made explicit policy 
proposals for community colleges. Members 
of the Commission came out strongly for 
occupational programs, and stated that they 
“should be given the fullest support and 
status within community colleges’ and 
should be “flexibly geared to the changing 
requirements of society” (1970, p. 1). Later 
in the report (pp. 15-16) the Commission 
recommended that community colleges 
remain two-year institutions lest they “place 
less emphasis on occupational programs.” 
Community colleges, the Commission said, 
“should follow an open-enrollment policy, 
whereas access to four-year institutions 
should generally be more selective.” The net 
impact of these recommendations is to leave 
the tracking system of higher education 
intact. Considering the class composition of 
the community college, to maintain the 
status quo in higher education tracking is, in 
essence, to perpetuate privilege (see Wolfe, 
1971). 

The influence of foundations in fostering 
vocational education in community colleges 
is difficult to measure precisely, but it is 
clear that they have been among its leading 
sponsors!! State master plans (see Hurl- 
burt, 1969; Cross, 1970) have also done 
much to formalize the subordinate status of 
the community college within higher educa- 
tion and to encourage the growth of their 
vocational curricula. The federal govern- 
ment, too, has promoted vocational training 
in the two-year institutions. Federal involve- 
ment dates back at least to 1963. At that 
time, Congress authorized the spending of 
several hundred million dollars to encourage 
post-secondary technical education. More 
recently, the Higher Education Act of 1972 
(pp. 77-78) authorized $850,000,000 over 
the. next three years for post-secondary 
occupational education. In comparison, the 
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entire sum authorized for the establishment 
of new community colleges and the expan- 
sion of old ones is less than one-third as 
much—$275,000,000. 

The language of the Higher Education 
Act of 1972 makes clear just what is meant 
by vocational education: 


The term ‘postsecondary occupational edu- 
cation’ means education, training, or retrain- 
ing...conducted by an_ institution... 
which is designed to prepare individuals for 
gainful employment as semi-skilled or skilled 
workers or technicians or sub-professionals 
in recognized occupations (including new 
and emerging occupations) . . . but excluding 
any program to prepare individuals for 
employment in occupations... to be gen- 
erally considered professional or which 
require a baccalaureate or advanced degree. 
(p. 87) 


The import of this definition of occupa- 
tional education is to exclude four-year 
programs leading to a B.A. from funding. 
The intent of this legislation, which provides 
enormous sums of money for community 
college career education, is obvious: it is 
designed to fill current manpower shortage 
in the middle and lower-middle levels of the 
occupational structure. 

The idea of career education which the 
U.S. Office of Education is “working to 
spread throughout elementary, secondary 
and at least community college circles” 
(Marland, 1972, p. 217) is that the student, 
regardless of when he leaves the educational 
system, should have sufficient skills to 
enable him to be gainfully employed. The 
idea is a worthy one, but it implicitly ac- 
cepts the existing system of social stratifica- 
tion. The philosophy of career education is 
that the proper function of the educational 
system is to respond to current manpower 
needs and to allocate people to positions 
characterized by large disparities in rewards. 
Commissioner of Education Sidney Marland 
observes that no more than 20 per cent of all 
jobs in the 1970’s will require a bachelor’s 
degree; apparently, this is supposed to pro- 
vide a rough index as to how many people 
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should attend college for four years. 
Further, it is worth noting that career educa- 
tion does not seem to extend above the 
community college level. An idea whose 
“time has come,” it somehow does not seem 
applicable to the sons and daughters of the 
middle and upper classes who attend four- 
year colleges and universities. 

Federal sponsorship of vocational pro- 
grams in the community college may have 
contributed to the development of a rigid 
track system (Cohen, 1971a, p. 152). By 
prolübiting the allocation of funds to non- 
vocational programs, federal laws have 
deepened the division between transfer and 
occupational programs. This division fosters 
separate facilities, separate brochures, and 
separate administrations. The result is a 
magnification of the differences between 
transfer and vocational programs leading to a 
decline in the desirability of occupational 
training. 

Also at the forefront of the movement to 
expand vocational programs in community 
colleges have been various national higher 
education organizations. The American 
Association of Junior Colleges (AAJC), 
almost since its founding in 1920, has 
exerted its influence to encourage the 
growth of vocational education. Faced with 
the initial problem of establishing an iden- 
tity for two-year colleges, the AAJC set out 
to describe the unique functions of the 
junior college. Prominent among these was 
the provision of two-year occupational train- 
ing at the post-secondary level. In 1940 and 
1941 the AAJC sponsored a Commission 
on Junior College Terminal Education. 
According to Ralph Fields (1962), a long- 
time observer of the junior college, this 
commission was instrumental in lending 
legitimacy to vocational training in the com- 
munity college. 

In recent years, the AAJC has continued 
its active encouragement of occupational 
programs in the community college. Numer- 
ous pamphlets, training programs, and 
conferences on vocational training in the 
two-year college have been sponsored by 
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ААЈС. In that the AAJC, the leading 
national association of junior colleges, has 
probably done more than any other single 
organization to give definition to the com- 
munity college movement, its enthusiasm for 
vocational training takes оп particular 
importance. 

The American Council on Education, the 
umbrella organization for the various asso- 
ciations of higher education, is considered 
by many to be the leading spokesman for 
American higher education. It, too, has given 
major support to post-secondary technical 
education. In 1963, the Council sponsored a 
study of the place of technical and voca- 
tional training in higher education. One of 
the conclusions of the report was that “two- 
year colleges, if they are to assume their 
proper and effective role in the educational 
system of the nation, should make voca- 
lional and technical education programs a 
major part of their mission and a funda- 
mental institutional objective" (Venn, 1964, 
p. 165). Edmund Gleazer, Jr. (1968, p. 139), 
Executive Director of AAJC, points to this 
report as critical in gaining acceptance for 
vocational training within the higher educa- 
tion community. 

Finally, many American universities have 
looked with favor on the development of the 
community college into a “comprehensive” 
institution with occupational programs in 
addition to its more traditional transfer pro- 
grams. From the origins of the junior college 
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries as an institution designed to ex- 
tend secondary education for two years in 
order to keep the university pure, there has 
been a recognition among many university 
academics that it is in their interest to have a 
diversity of institutions in higher education 
(Thornton, 1960, pp. 46-50). A number of 
Observers have noted that the community 
colleges serve as a safety valve, diverting 
students clamoring for access to college 
away from more selective institutions (Clark, 
1960; Jencks and Riesman, 1968; Cohen, 
1971b). Elite colleges neither want nor need 
these students; if separate institutions, or, 


for that matter, vocational programs within 
these institutions help keep the masses out 
of their colleges, then they are to be given 
full support. ^ Paradoxically, the elite 
sector of the academic community, much of 
it liberal to radical, finds itself in a peculiar 
alliance with industry, foundations, govern- 
ment, and established higher education asso- 
ciations to vocationalize the community 
college.? 


The Response to Vocational Education: 
Submerged Class Conflict 


Despite the massive effort by leading 
national educational policy-makers to en- 
courage the development of occupational 
education in the community college, student 
response to vocational programs has been 
limited. Estimates vary as to how many com- 
munity college students are enrolled in 
career education programs, but the figures 
seem to range from 25 to 33 per cent (Cross, 
1970; Ogilvie, 1971; Medsker and Tillery, 
1971). Over two-thirds of two-year college 
entrants aspire to a bachelor’s degree, and a 
similar proportion enroll, at least initially, in 
college-parallel or transfer programs. Many 
of these students, of course, are subse- 
quently cooled out, but few of them seem to 
prefer a vocational program to leaving the 
community college altogether. ` 

Leaders of the occupational education 
movement have constantly bemoaned the 
lack of student enthusiasm for vocational 
education (Venn, 1964; Gleazer, 1968; 
Carnegie, 1970; Medsker and Tillery, 1971; 
Cross, 1971). The problem, they believe, is 
the low status of career training in a society 
that worships the bachelor's degree. Medsker 
and Tillery (p. 140), for example, argue that 
“negative attitudes toward vocational educa- 
tion...are by-products of the academic 
syndrome in American higher education.” 
Marland (1972, p. 218) refers to the diffi- 
culty as “degree fixation.” The problem, 
then, since it is one of an irrational preoccu- 
pation with obtaining a traditional four-year 
education, leads to an obvious solution: 
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raising the status of vocational education. 
This proposed solution has been suggested 
by the Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education, the Office of Education, the 
American Association of Junior Colleges, the 
American Council on Education, leaders of 
industry, and scholars in the field of commu- 
nity colleges. 

Despite the apparent logic and simplicity 
of raising the status of vocational education, 
the task presents enormous difficulties, 
Minority students, though more likely to be 
enrolled in occupational programs than 
white students, seem especially sensitive to 
being channeled into vocational tracks. Over- 
all, students are voting with their feet against 
community college vocational programs. 

This is not an irrational obsession with 
four-year diplomas on the part of the stu- 
dents. It is not just snobbish prejudice; there 
are sound structural reasons for the low 
status of career education in the community 
college. At the base of an educational insti- 
tution’s prestige is its relationship to the 
occupational and class structure of the society 
in which it operates (Clark, 1962, pp. 
80-83). The community college lies at the 
base of the stratification structure of higher 
education both in the class origins of its 
students and in their occupational destina- 
tions, Within the community college, the 
vocational curriculum is at the bottom of 
the prestige hierarchy—again, in terms of both 
social composition and likely adult status. 

It is unrealistic, then, to expect that com- 
munity college vocational programs, the 
bottom track of higher education’s bottom 
track, will have much status. It is worth 
noting that the British, generally more hard- 
headed about matters of social class than 
Americans, faced the matter of educational 
status directly some years ago. In the 1950's 
in Great Britain, there was a great deal of 
talk about “parity of esteem” in English 
secondary education. The problem was to 
give equal status to grammar schools (college 
preparatory), technical schools (middle level 
managerial and technical), and secondary 
modern schools (terminal). After consider- 
able debate, the British realized that “parity 
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of esteem” was an impossible ideal given the 
encompassing class structure (Banks, 1955; 
Marshall, 1965). 

The educational establishment’s concern 
with the low status of occupational pro- 
grams in the community colleges reveals 
much more about its own ideology than it 
does about the allegedly irrational behavior 
of students resistant to vocational education. 
A great deal of emphasis is placed on 
improving the public image of vocational 
education, but little attention is paid to the 
substantive matter of class differences in 
income, occupational prestige, power, and 
opportunities for autonomy and expression 
at the workplace. The Carnegie Commission, 
whose ideology is probably representative of 
the higher education establishment, blurs the 
distinction between equality and equality of 
opportunity (Karabel, 1972a, p. 42). Dis- 
cussing its vision of the day when minority 
persons will be proportionately represented 
in higher occupational levels, the Commis- 
sion hails this as an “important signal that 
society was meeting its commitment to 
equality.” The conception of equality con- 
veyed in this passage is really one of equality 
of opportunity; the Commission seems less 
interested in reducing gross differences in 
rewards than in giving everyone a chance to 
get ahead of everyone else. The Carnegie 
Commission, reflecting the values not only 
of the national educational leadership but 
also of the wider society, shows concern 
about opportunities for mobility, but little 
concern about a reduction in inequality. 

The submerged class conflict that exists 
between the sponsors of vocational educa- 
tion in the junior college, who represent the 
interests and outlook of the more privileged 
sectors of society, and community college 
students, many of them working class, occa- 
sionally becomes overt. At Seattle Commu- 
nity College in 1968-1969, the Black 
Student Union vigorously opposed a recom- 
mendation to concentrate trade and techni- 
cal programs in the central (Black) campus 
while the “higher” semiprofessional pro- 
grams were allocated to the northern and 
southern (white) campuses (Cohen, 1971a: 
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142). Rutgers (Newark) was the scene in 
1969 of extensive demonstrations to gain 
open admissions to a branch of the state 
university. The import of the case of Rutgers 
(Newark) was that the protests took place in 
a city where students already had access to 
an open-door community college (Essex) 
and a mildly selective state college (Newark 
State). What the students were resisting here 
was not being tracked within the community 
college, but rather being channeled into the 
community college itself.'^ The well-known 
struggle for open admissions at CUNY in the 
spring of 1969 was not primarily for access 
per se, but for access to the more prestigious 
four-year institutions: City, Brooklyn, 
Queens, and Hunter. 

The pattern in these isolated cases of 
manifest resistance to tracking within or 
between colleges is one of minority student 
leadership. In the United States, where race 
is a much more visible social cleavage than 
class, it is not surprising that Black students 
have shown the most sensitivity to tracking 
in higher education. Channeling of Black 
students to community colleges and to voca- 
tional programs within them is, after all, 
fairly visible; in contrast, the class character 
of the tracking system is much less per- 
ceptible. Were it not for the militancy of 
some minority students, it is likely that the 
conflict over vocational education would 
have long continued to manifest itself in 
enrollment patterns without becoming overt. 

The class nature of the conflict over 
tracking has, however, not always been in- 
visible. In Illinois in 1913, there was a battle 
over a bill in the state legislature to establish 
a separate system of vocational schools 
above the sixth grade. Business strongly 
backed the bill, sponsored by Chicago 
School Superintendent Edwin G. Cooley. 
The Chicago Federation of Labor, lobbying 
against the bill, expressed fear that it 
reflected 


an effort on the part of large employers to 
turn the public schools into an agency for 
supplying them with an adequate supply of 
docile, well-trained, and capable workers 
[which] ... aimed to bring Illinois a caste 


system of education which would shunt the 
children of the laboring classes at an early 
age first into vocational courses and then 
into the factories (Counts, 1928, p. 167). 


After a bitter fight, the bill was defeated in 
the legislature. 

The tracking which takes place in the 
community college is, however, much more 
invisible than that proposed in the Cooley 
Bill. For one thing, the community college, 
by the very use of the word “college” in its 
title, locates itself squarely within the sys- 
tem of higher education and gives it at least 
the minimal status which comes from being 
a college rather than a technical school. For 
another, the apparent emphasis of the junior 
college on the transfer function leads to a 
perception of it as a way station on the road 
to a four-year college. This view of the com- 
munity college as a place of transfer rather 
than a track is strengthened by the subtlety 
and smoothness of the cooling out process. 
The community college is a *comprehen- 
sive” institution; like the high school before 
it, it provides preparatory and terminal 
education in the same building and offers 
sufficient opportunities for movement be- 
tween programs to obscure the larger pattern 
of tracking. Finally, the very age at which 
students enter the community college makes 
tracking a less serious issue; there is a differ- 
ence between channeling an eleven-year-old 
child and channeling a young adult of 
eighteen. 

Whatever the differences between high 
school and college tracking, there is a 
marked similarity in the rationales given in 
each case for curricular differentiation. The 
argument is that a common curriculum 
denies equality of opportunity by restricting 
educational achievement to a single mode 
which will inevitably lead to some form of 
hierarchy. In 1908, the Boston school super- 
intendent argued: 


Until very recently [the schools] have 
offered equal opportunity to receive one 
kind of education, but what will make them 
democratic is to provide opportunity for all 
to receive such an education as will fit them 
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equally well for their particular life work. 
(Cohen and Lazerson, 1972: 69) 


Similarly, К. Patricia Cross (1971: 162), а 
leading researcher on the junior college, 
argues more than 60 years later: 


Surely quality education consists not in 
offering the same thing to all people in a 
token gesture toward equality but in maxi- 
mizing the match between the talents of the 
individual and the teaching resources of the 
institution. Educational quality is not uni- 
dimensional. Colleges can be different and 
excellent too. 


In principle, colleges can be different and 
excellent, too. But in a stratified society, 
what this diversity of educational experi- 
ences is likely to mean is that people will, at 
best, have an equal opportunity to obtain an 
education that will fit them into their appro- 
priate position in the class structure. More 
often than not, those of lower class origins 
will, under the new definition of equality of 
educational opportunity, find themselves in 
schools or curricula which train them for 
positions roughly commensurate with their 
social origins. 

The current movement to vocationalize 
the community college is a logical outgrowth 
of the dual historical patterns of class-based 
hierarchical differentiation in education and 
of educational inflation. The system of 
higher education, forced to respond to pres- 
sure for access arising from mobility aspira- 
tions endemic in an affluent society which 
stresses individual success and the demo- 
cratic character of its opportunity structure, 
has let people in and has then proceeded to 
track them into community colleges and, 
more particularly, into occupational pro- 
grams within these two-year colleges. This 
push toward vocational training in the com- 
munity college has been sponsored by .a 
national educational planning elite whose 
social composition, outlook, and policy 
proposals are reflective of the interests of 
the more privileged strata of our society. 
Notably absent among those pressuring for 
more occupational training in the junior col- 
lege have been the students themselves. . . . 


KARABEL 


DISCUSSION 


The recent Newman Report on Higher Edu- 
cation (1971: 57) noted that "the public, 
and especially the four-year colleges and 
universities, are shifting more and more 
responsibility onto the community colleges 
for undertaking the toughest tasks of higher 
education." One of the most difficult of 
these tasks has been to educate hundreds of 
thousands of students, many of them of 
modest social origins, in whom more selec- 
tive colleges and universities showed no 
interest. Community colleges have given 
these students access to higher education 
and have provided some of them a chance to 
advance their class position. 

Despite the idealism and vigor of the 
community college movement, there has 
been a sharp contradiction between official 
rhetoric and social reality. Hailed as the 
*democratizers of higher education," com- 
munity colleges are, in reality, a vital compo- 
nent of the class-based tracking system. The 
modal junior college student, though aspir- 
ing to a fouryear diploma upon entrance, 
receives neither an associate nor a bachelor's 
degree. The likelihood of his persisting in 
higher education is negatively influenced by 
attending a community college. Since a 
disproportionate number of two-year college 
students are of working-class origins, low 
status students are most likely to attend 
those institutions which increase the likeli- 
hood that they will drop out of college. 
Having increased access to higher education, 
community colleges are notably unsuccessful 
in retaining their students and in reducing 
class differentials in educational opportu- 
nity. 

If current trends continue, the tracking 
system of higher education may well become 
more rigid. The community college, as the 
bottom track, is likely to absorb the vast 
majority of students who are the first gener- 
ation in their families to enter higher educa- 
tion. Since most of these students are from 
relatively low status backgrounds, an 
increase in the already significant correlation 
between social class and position in the 
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tracking system of higher education is likely 
to occur. As more and more people enter 
post-secondary education, the community 
college will probably become more distinct 
from the rest of higher education both in 
class composition and in curriculum. With 
the push of the policy-planning elite for 
more career education, vocational training 
may well become more pervasive, and the 
community college will become even more a 
terminal rather than a transfer institution. 
These trends, often referred to as expres- 
sions of higher education’s “diversity” and 
of the community college’s “special and 
unique role,” are the very processes which 
place the community college at the bottom 
of the class-based tracking system. The 
system of higher education’s much-touted 
“diversity” is, for the most part, hierarchy 
rather than genuine variety (see Karabel, 
1972a and 1972b), a form of hierarchy 
which has more to do with social class than 
educational philosophy. 

The high rate of attrition at community 
colleges may well be functional for the exist- 
ing social system. The cooling out function 
of the junior college, as Clark puts it, is what 
“such a college is about.” Community col- 
leges exist in part to reconcile students’ 
culturally induced hopes for mobility with 
their eventual destinations, transforming 
structurally induced failure into individual 
failure. This serves to legitimize the myth of 
an equal opportunity structure; it shifts 
attention to questions of individual mobility 
rather than distributive justice. Cooling out, 
then, can be seen as conflict between work- 
ing class students and standards that legiti- 
mize the position of the privileged—a veiled 
class conflict. Similarly, there is class con- 
flict implicit in the differences over voca- 
tional education between the aspirations of 
students and the objectives of policy-makers. 
This has occasionally become overt, but the 
community colleges seem to serve their 
legitimizing function best when the conflict 
temains submerged, 

Can the inability of the community col- 
lege movement to modify the American class 
structure be overcome? An assessment of 


some specific reforms that have been pro- 
posed may yield some insight, One obvious 
reform would be to reverse the pattern that 
Hansen and Weisbrod (1969) document— 
simply to invest more money in the commu- 
nity colleges than in the four-year public 
institutions, The idea of this reform would 
be both to provide the highest quality educa- 
tion to those who have socioeconomic and 
cognitive disadvantages to overcome and to 
put an end to the pattern of poor people 
subsidizing relatively affluent people 
through public systems of higher education, 
This proposal, which may be justified on 
grounds of equity, is unlikely to make much 
difference in terms of either education or 
social class. A repeated finding in social 
science research, confirmed by both the 
Coleman Report (1966) and the recent 
Jencks (1972) study, is that educational 
expenditures seem to be virtually unrelated 
to cognitive development at the elementary 
and secondary levels, and there is no reason 
to believe that money is any more effective 
in colleges. However desirable a shift in 
resources from four-year colleges to commu- 
nity colleges might be on other grounds, it is 
unlikely to seriously affect the larger pattern 
of class-based tracking in higher education. 

Another possibility would be to trans- 
form the community college into a four-year 
institution—the very proposal that the Car- 
negie Commission on Higher Education 
strongly opposes. The purpose of this reform 
would be to upgrade the status of the com- 
munity college and to diminish the rigidity 
of the tracking system. Yet it is highly ques- 
tionable whether making the junior college 
into a senior college would have any such 
effect; there are marked status distinctions 
among four-year colleges and, in all likeli- 
hood, the new four-year institutions would 
be at the bottom of the prestige hierarchy. 
Further, the creation of more four-year col- 
leges would probably accelerate the process 
of educational inflation. 

The proposal to vocationalize the com- 
munity college exemplifies the dilemma 
faced by those who would reform the public 
two-year college. Noting that many commu- 
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nity college students neither transfer nor get 
an associate degree, proponents of voca- 
tional education argue that the students 
should stop engaging in a uni-dimensional 
academic competition which they cannot 
win and should instead obtain a marketable 
skill before leaving the educational system. 
If one accepts the existing system of social 
stratification, there is an almost irresistible 
logic to the vocational training argument; 
there are, after all, manpower shortages to 
be filled and it is true that not everyone can 
be a member of the elite. 

In a sense, the community colleges are 
“damned if they do and damned if they 
don’t.” The vocational educational reform 
provides a striking example of their 
dilemma, for the question of whether com- 
munity colleges should become predomi- 
nantly vocational institutions may well be 
the most critical policy issue facing the two- 
year institutions in the years ahead. If they 
move toward more career education, they 
will tend to accentuate class-based tracking. 
If they continue as “comprehensive institu- 
tions” they will continue to be plagued by 
the enormous attrition in their transfer 
curricula, Either way, the primary role of 
the colleges derives from their relation to the 
class structure and feasible reforms will, at 
best, result in minor changes in their chan- 
neling function... . 

As for educational reform making this a 
more egalitarian society, we cannot be 
sanguine. Jencks (1972) has shown that the 
effects of schooling on ultimate income and 
occupation are relatively small. Even if the 
community colleges were to undergo a major 
transformation, little change in the system 
of social stratification would be likely to 
take place. If we are genuinely concerned 
about creating a more egalitarian society, it 
will be necessary to change our economic 
institutions. The problems of inequality and 
inequality of opportunity are, in short, best 
dealt with not through educational reform 
but rather by the wider changes in economic 
and political life that would help build a 
socialist society. 

Writing in favor of secondary education 
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for everybody many years ago, R. H. 
Tawney, the British social historian, re- 
marked that the “intrusion into educational 
organization of the vulgarities of the class 
system is an irrelevance as mischievous in 
effect as it is odious in conception.” That 
matters of social class have intruded into the 
community college is beyond dispute; 
whether the influence of class can be 
diminished not only in the community col- 
lege but also in the larger society remains to 
be seen. 


NOTES 


1. Contrary to popular perceptions, American and 
European rates of social mobility, at least as mea- 
sured by mobility from manual to non-manual 
occupations, are very similar, For data on this 
point see Lipset and Bendix (1959). 

2. See Ralph Turner's *Modes of Social Ascent 
through Education" (1966) for a discussion of how 
differing norms in the United States and England 
lead to patterns of "contest" and “sponsored” 
mobility. 

3. For an empirical study of hierarchical differen- 
tiation within higher education, see “Social Class, 
Academic Ability, and College ‘Quality’” by 
Jerome Karabel and Alexander W. Astin (1975). 

4. The term “community college” is used in this 
study to refer to all public two-year colleges. Ex- 
cluded from this definition are private two-year 
colleges and all four-year colleges and universities. 
In the text, the terms “junior college" and “two- 
year college" are used interchangeably with com- 
munity college though they are not, strictly speak- 
ing, synonyms. The name community college has 
become the more frequently used because of the 
increasing emphasis of two-year public institutions 
on fulfilling local needs, Further, as the commu- 
nity college struggled to obtain a distinct identity 
and as greater stress was placed on two-year pro- 
grams, the junior college label, which seemingly 
describes a lesser version of the four-year college 
geared almost exclusively to transfer, became in- 
creasingly inappropriate. 

5. Two of the most comprehensive recent studies 
of the influence of social class and ability on access 
to higher education are Sewell and Shah (1967) 
and Folger ef al (1970). George Counts (1922: 
149), in a classical empirical study of the American 
high school of a half century ago, concluded that 
“in very large measure participation in the privilege 
of a secondary education is contingent on social 
and economic status." Similarly, Michael Katz 
(1968), in a study of public education reform in 
nineteenth century Massachusetts, found that the 
early high school was overwhelmingly a middle 
class institution. 

6. In discussing the role of guidance in the junior 
college, it is interesting to observe the connection 
between the growth of the school counseling pro- 
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fession and educational tracking. As long as the 
curriculum at a particular level of schooling re- 
mains unified, there is relatively little need for 
guidance. However, when a number of curricula 
leading to occupations of varying prestige come 
into being, counseling becomes a virtual necessity. 
It is worth noting in this connection the long- 
standing enthusiasm of the business community for 
guidance programs. George S. Counts, in a study 
entitled School and Society in Chicago (1928), 
noted the fervor with which the Chicago Associa- 
tion of Commerce, the city’s dominant business 
association, supported the establishment of a pro- 
gram of vocational guidance in the uote schools 
in the early twentieth century. 

7. When George L. Counts examined class differ- 
ences in secondary schools in the early twenties, he 
wrote: i 


These differences in the extent of educational 
opportunity are further accentuated through 
the choice of curricula. As a rule, those groups 
which are poorly represented in the high school 
patronize the more narrow and practical cur- 
ricula, the curricula which stand as terminal 
points in the educational system and which 
prepare for wage-earning. And the poorer their 
representation in high school, the greater is the 
probability that they will enter these curricula. 
The one- and two-year vocational courses, 
wherever offered, draw their registration partic- 
ularly, from the ranks of labor (Counts, 1922, 
p. 143). 


See also Trow, 1966; Cohen and Lazerson, 1972; 
Greer, 1972. 

8. Minority students are also disproportionately 
enrolled in two of the lower rungs of the higher 
education tracking system—community colleges 
and unselective black colleges. Patterns of enroll- 
ment, of course, vary from region to region with 
community colleges dominant in the West and 
black institutions more prominent in the South. 
For data showing that the proportion of minority 
students decreases as one progresses up the three- 
track California system see Coordinating Council 
(1969: 23) and Jaffe and Adams (1972: 232). 

9. At the same time, however, it is easy to forget 
that absolute changes in occupation, income, and 
educational attainment can have important conse- 
quences in everyday life and may raise general 
levels of satisfaction. Having more people attend 
College, while not narrowing the educational gap in 
relative terms, may lead to a more enlightened 
populace, Keniston and Gerzon (1972) attack the 
narrowly economic view of higher education and 
argue that important non-pecuniary benefits accrue 
from college attendance. Similarly, a change from a 
blue-collar to a white-collar economy may elimi- 
nate many menial tasks and hence lead to greater 
job satisfaction. Finally, an absolute increase in the 
standard of living, while not necessarily abolishing 
poverty (which, as Jencks argues, is primarily a 
relative phenomenon), may result in a higher 
quality of life than was possible under conditions 
of greater scarcity. 

10. Grubb and Lazerson (in press, 1972) report 
that economic returns to vocational education are 
almost uniformly low, but their review does not 


include studies of programs at community colleges. 
Some skepticism as to the allegedly high incomes 
of graduates of occupational programs for blue- 
collar jobs may, however, be expressed. Contrary 
to popular mythology about the affluent worker, 
the proportion of male blue-collar workers earning 
more than $15,000 in 1970 was a minuscule 4 
percent (Bureau of the Census, 19715: 30). Only 3 
out of 10 blue-collar workers earned more than 
$10,000 in 1970. 

We do not know what economic rewards accrue 
to graduates of community college vocational pro- 
grams, nor do we know much about the occupa- 
tional and economic status of the community 
college drop-out. This is fertile ground for empiri- 
cal inquiry. A longitudinal study of three groups of 
high school graduates—students who do not enter 
college, community college drop-outs, and commu- 
nity college entrants who obtain a degree (А.А. ог 
B.A.)-matching students with similar personal 
characteristics, would do much to illuminate the 
effects of attending a community college. 

11. Karier (1972) has written a provocative essay 
on the role of foundations in sponsoring educa- 
tional testing. The role of far-sighted foundations 
in fostering educational reform, possibly as a 
means of rationalizing the social order, is a topic 
worthy of careful investigation. 

12. Amitai Etzioni (1970), chairman of the De- 
partment of Sociology at Columbia University, ex- 
presses this point of view well: “If we can no 
longer keep the floodgates closed at the admissions 
office, it at least seems wise to channel the general 
flow away from four-year colleges and toward two- 
year extensions of high school in the junior and 
community colleges." Vice President Agnew 
(1970), in a speech attacking open admissions, 
approvingly cited this quotation. 

13. See Riessman's “The ‘Vocationalization’ of 
Higher Education: Duping the Poor" for an analy- 
sis of the movement to turn the community college 
into a technical institution. For a brilliant article 
on the elitism of leftist academics toward working- 
class students see McDermott (1969), 

14. I am indebted to Russell Thackrey for point- 
ing out the implications of the interesting case of 
Rutgers (Newark). 
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12. Social Status and Inequality of Access 
to Higher Education in the USSR 


Since its inception, the Soviet government 
has committed itself to the democratization 
of higher education. After coming to power, 
the Bolshevik Party set out to use education 
as a tool to reshape the social order—to 
provide the necessary ideological tempering, 
transmit the technical skills required for the 
building of a modern industrial economy, 
and obliterate distinctions between social 
groups and classes. Policies ensuring workers 
and peasants access to the higher schools, in 
particular, were designed to bring talent to 
the top, to break the “ruling classes" " 
monopoly of education, “culture,” and 
privilege, and to create a new “socialist intel- 
ligentsia" devoted to the Soviet regime.’ 

The drive to industrialize in the thirties 
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coupled with a rapid expansion of the spe- 
cialized secondary and higher educational 
institutions, made possible an extraordinary 
degree of upward mobility. Access to higher 
education was by no means afforded by 
merit alone—social and political considera- 
tions were no less important. Preparatory 
programs called “workers’ faculties” (rab- 
faky) fed thousands of recruits from the 
working class into the higher schools. The 
graduates of the "proletarianized" vuzy 
(higher educational institutions*) in turn 
swelled the ranks of the intelligentsia.” 


*Vuz is an often used acronym for the Russian 
vysshee uchebnoe zavedenie, meaning “higher 
educational institution.” Vuzy is the plural of vuz. 
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HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE USSR 


In the latter half of the thirties, pressure 
to enroll great numbers of workers and peas- 
ants was relaxed. Restrictions on access to 
higher education for “alien social elements” 
were removed, and academic standards were 
raised. By 1936, achievement tests were in- 
stituted in order to allow the selection of the 
best qualified. The proportion of students 
classified as “workers” or “peasants” de- 
clined from 72 percent in 1932 to 56 per- 
cent in 1938. From that year until recently, 
figures on the social composition of students 
in higher education were not published. It is 
very likely that working-class and peasantry 
representation declined further in subse- 
quent years as a result of other changes. Not 
only were the workers’ faculties phased out, 
but modest tuition fees were introduced in 
1940 (and continued until 1956) for stu- 
dents in the upper grades of the secondary 
school and in vuzy.? 

In the course of the thirties, while crush- 
ing real and imagined opposition within the 
society, the Stalinist dictatorship was con- 
centrating in its hands information on politi- 
cal and social matters. In 1936, “pedol- 
ogy"—the social-psychological study of the 
learning process—was authoritatively de- 
nounced as a “bourgeois” pseudo-science 
and was suppressed.* Independent research 
by social scientists was ruled out; valuable 
studies of the factors affecting educational 
performance which had begun in the 
twenties ceased. The question of the extent 
to which differences in status affected 
educational opportunity, occupational at- 
tainment, and the distribution of rewards in 
society became shrouded in official secrecy. 
Certainly no Soviet sociological research ex- 
plored this problem.* 

The issue of how privilege may be trans- 
mitted through the educational system was 
revived in the late fifties. Expressing both 
practical and ideological concerns, Premier 
Khrushchev spoke bluntly about the short- 
comings of the educational system which 
was to serve the building of communism. As 
more and more young people went on not 
only to complete the mandatory seven years 
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of schooling, but to graduate from second- 
ary school, not every graduate could count 
on getting a higher education. The secondary 
school, which traditionally served as a 
springboard to higher education, was said to 
foster a disdainful attitude toward manual 
work, It was “divorced from life"—at vari- 
ance both with the economy’s needs for 
skilled workers and with the values of the 
new communist man. 

Access to higher education had become 
restricted for those of lower status. Khrush- 
chev disclosed that only 30 to 40 percent of 
the students in Moscow’s higher educational 
institutions came from working-class or col- 
lective-farm families, although the latter 
comprised the great bulk of the population. $ 
Sometimes, he asserted, admittance to vuzy 
was the result less of the student’s motiva- 
tion and ability than of “a competition of 
parents” who would not only push their 
children along the path toward a high-status 
position, but who, by influencing or even 
bribing admissions officials, would pave their 
way.” 

The antedote for these social ills, in 
Khrushchev’s view, was a solid dose of labor 
training in secondary school, followed by 
practical work “іп production.” Regulations 
governing admission to vuzy were to be 
changed, as well. Recommendations of 
Party, Komsomol, and union organizations 
were to weigh more heavily, and “produc- 
tion candidates" (those with a secondary 
education who had worked for at least two 
years) were to comprise up to four-fifths of 
the entering classes. In this way, youth 
would be taught to respect labor, and the 
work period would weed out the less moti- 
vated and less able and thus equalize to some 
degree working-class and intelligentsia 
youth's chances for higher education.® 

The sweeping reforms carried out at the 
end of the fifties gave rise to additional 
problems. Although pupils learned trades in 
secondary school, and most vuz students 
acquired work experience, they regarded 
work in a factory, shop, or farm as an un- 
fortunate detour from their main objec- 
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tives—higher education, then work as a 
“specialist.” In the course of working, 
trigonometry theorems and chemistry 
formulae were forgotten. Upon entering the 
higher school, many found themselves un- 
prepared for serious study. An increasing 
number failed their courses and dropped out 
before graduating. The rate of attrition was 
particularly high among working-class and 
peasant youth. 

Even before Khrushchev’s removal from 
power, a reversal of the reforms began. In 
1964, the eleventh year which had been 
added to the ten-year program in order to 
provide extra time for vocational training 
was dropped. In the following year, the 
regulations governing vuz admissions were 
changed so that secondary school graduates 
could apply to vuzy right after graduation. 
Although some preference has continued to 
be given to those with two or more years’ 
work experience, a renewed stress has been 
placed on academic performance in school 
and on the entrance examinations in de- 
termining who should be admitted. Con- 
currently, the number of students enrolled 
in higher education has continued to grow. 
By 1970, there were four and a half million 
students in the USSR, approximately twice 
as many as in 1960. Half of these were 
full-time students; the remainder were en- 
rolled in evening or correspondence pro- 
grams." 

Although neither Khrushchev’s reforms 
nor their reversal solved the problems which 
he had publicized, other changes wrought 
under his leadership laid the ground for a 
fuller discussion and more able study of 
these problems. Having been broached and 
then openly debated at high levels, questions 
concerning privilege and the purpose of 
education in Soviet society became more or 
less legitimate subjects of discussion for the 
leadership, the press, and even the larger, 
amorphous “public” (obshchestvennost’). 
Also, in the wake of de-Stalinization, soci- 
ology as an empirical science had been re- 
vived. Whereas previously it had been 
branded as a “bourgeois pseudo-science” 
antithetical to Marxism, now it came to be 


DOBSON 


regarded as a method which, as long as it 
remained firmly grounded in “dialectical 
materialism" and did not challenge official 
Party ideology and policy, would be a useful 
tool for social engineering.’ 

The numerous studies conducted by 
Soviet sociologists since the end of the fifties 
have greatly increased our understanding of 
the socio-occupational stratification of 
Soviet society and have shed new light on 
the educational attainment process. ? 
Recent research provides a contradictory 
picture of the extent to which children's 
educational attainment is related to their 
parents’ educational level or occupational 
status. For example, in an attempt at multi- 
variate analysis of survey data pertaining to 
the rural population of the Tatar Autono- 
mous Republic, Iu. V. Arutiunian reports 
that mother's and father's educational level 
together account for 54 percent of the vari- 
ance in the children's educational attain- 
ment. ^ With data from a 1965 survey of 
some three thousand workers and employees 
in the towns of Ufa and Orenburg, N. A. 
Aitov found an extremely strong correlation 
(r = .8) between parents’ and children's 
educational level; in contrast, on the basis of 
a 1967 survey of more than four thousand 
residents of the city of Kazan, O. I. Shkara- 
tan and V. O. Rukavishnikov report a low 
correlation (r = .18) between father's educa- 
tional level and the children's educational 
attainment at the start of their work career. '* 

While stressing the high rate of upward 
social mobility in the USSR, Aitov states 


the basic reason why, all the same, the ma- 
jority of individuals remain in their parents’ 
social group is the level of their education. 
Thus, as of 1965 [according to these survey 
data], individuals who had been born in 
workers’ families had an average level of 
education of 7.66 grades, those [urban resi- 
dents] born in peasants’ families had 7.31 
grades, and those from white-collar workers’ 
families 12.22 ртайеѕ.!6 


At the same time, he argues that the status- 
attainment process in socialist society is radi- 
cally different from that in capitalist 
societies: 
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Under capitalism, the basic thing de- 
termining the position of man in society— 
capital—is transmitted through inheritance. 
Under socialism, that means—education—is 
not received as an inheritance; rather, each 
should attain it for himself. Under capi- 
talism, [the gaining of] “а place in the sun” 
depends principally on the parents, and 
there it is easier to make one’s way up the 
ladder of the social hierarchy for those 
whose father holds that ladder in his 
hands,!7 


In a similar vein, F. R. Filippov argues that 
the “external resemblance of the school’s 
and teacher’s functions under capitalism and 
socialism cannot conceal the fundamentally 
different purpose of these functions, for in 
opposition to capitalism, the school in a 
socialist society solves the problem of the 
gradual overcoming of social-class dif- 
ferences based on differences in educational 
and cultural levels and brings about a high 
degree of social mobility for youth who 
graduate from school."!5 


SOCIAL SELECTION IN THE SOVIET 
EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM 


Notwithstanding Aitov's and Filippov's insis- 
tence on these basic differences, the studies 
conducted by Soviet sociologists demon- 
strate that the educational attainment proc- 
ess in the USSR is in many ways similar to 
that observed in Western countries. А young 
person's educational attainment is largely a 
function of parents’  socio-occupational 
status and educational level, family per 
capita income, and place of residence (e.g., 
village, small town, or large urban area). i 
Much of the influence of these background 
variables on attainment is exerted through 
several intervening variables- most notably, 
parental encouragement, the child's aca- 
demic performance, the type of school at- 
tended, and the subject's educational and 
occupational aspirations. 

Because of the combined influence of 
material and cultural factors, children of 
more humble origins are less likely to per- 
form well in school and tend to set their 
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sights lower than those from higher-status 
families. In comparison to offspring of the 
intelligentsia,* children of workers, peasants, 
or low-skill white-collar workers are more 
likely to repeat grades or to drop out of 
school at an early age. After completing 
eight years of mandatory schooling, they are 
more likely to go to work, enroll in voca- 
tional schools, or study in technicums which 
train lower-level “specialists” (technicians, 
accountants, nurses, etc.) Thus, a smaller 
proportion of lower-status youth continue in 
the upper grades of the general educational 
school, which serve as the main “college 
track." Among secondary school graduates, 
fewer from the lower-status groups apply to 
vuzy or pass the entrance examinations. 
Those who do succeed in passing are more 
likely to be enrolled in lower or middle-level 
institutions than in the more prestigious 
ones, As a result, the chances of lower-status 
children's joining the ranks of the profes- 
sional workers are considerably lower than 
higher-status children's chances of main- 
taining or improving upon their initial status. 

Children who grow up in higher-status 
families are more likely to have their in- 
terests aroused and their abilities developed 
than their less fortunate age-mates, Table 1 
presents data from three separate surveys 
conducted in and around the town of Ufa in 
the Russian Republic. The first two columns 
show the extent of certain disparities in cul- 
tural consumption according to educational 
level: in comparison with adults having four 
grades of schooling or less, roughly three 
times as many of those with higher educa- 
tion make use of a public library and six 
times as many have their own library at 
home. As the right-hand columns demon- 
strate, children from culturally more well-en- 
dowed families are more likely to get good 
grades in school, while being less likely to 
repeat grades because of poor performance. 


*As commonly defined by contemporary Soviet 
sociologists, the intelligentsia is a group com prising 
all "specialists"—skilled white-collar workers pos- 
sessing either a higher or a specialized secondary 
education. The latter are the approximate equiva- 
lents of “professionals” and “semi-professionals.”” 
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Table 1. Indices of the Family’s Cultural Level, Number of Children Receiving High Marks in 
School, and Number of Grade-Repeaters among School Children, According to the Parents’ 
Educational Level 


UFA and Environs, 1966, 1967 


Survey of adult population (1) 


Percentage Percentage Children Parents 
Educational level making use having a receiving reporting 
(of adult respondent of public library "excellent" that children 
or of parent) libraries at home? and "good" marks (2) repeated a grade (3) 

Higher 90% 867 519% 3%? 
(378) 

Incomplete Higher 89% 69% 45% 1% 
(125) 

Specialized Secondary 83% 60% 43% 5% 
(300) 

Secondary (10 Grades) 78% 49% 29% 7% 
(333) 

8—9 Grades 63% 35% 28% 10% 
(285) 

5—7 Grades 48% 23% 24% 12% 
(346) 

1-4 Grades 31% 14% 18% 16% 
(158) 

Total Number of 

Respondents 1,925 2,417 1,086 


Sources: (1) Data from a survey of adults conducted in Ufa in 1966. P.A. Zlotnikov, *Svobodnoe vremia i 
samoobrazovanie molodezhi" [Youth's free-time and self-education], in Molodezh’, ee interesy, stre- 
mleniia, idealy [Youth: Its interests, aspirations, ideals] (Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 1969), p. 319. (2) 
Results of а 1967 survey of pupils in grades 7 through 10 in twenty schools in the towns ot Uta and 
Beloretska and in three neighboring rural districts. Pupils earning grades of “5” only or of “4” and “5” only 
fall within this category. L.G. Zemtsov, Sotsial'nye problemy obshcheobrazovatel'noi shkoly na sovremen- 
nom etape [Social problems of the general-education school at the present stage], unpublished dissertation 
for the degree of Candidate of Sciences (Ufa, 1971), p. 115, Table 15 (adapted). (3) Results of a 1967 
survey of parents of pupils in grades 1—10 in ten schools in the town of Beloretska and three rural districts. 
Ibid., p. 116, Table 16 (adapted). 

3» Definition of “home library” not given. 

Percentage bases not given. 
* 


4 percent of the specialists.?! In studying 


When broken down by socio-occupational 
this relationship, L. G. Zemtsov also 


group, these survey data reveal marked varia- 


tions in school performance. Whereas one 
out of five of the children of industrial or 
agricultural workers receives only “good” 
and “excellent” grades, the proportion rises 
to 30 percent among low4evel white-collar 
workers’ offspring and reaches 46 percent 
among children of semi-professional and pro- 
fessional workers.?? Thirteen to 18 percent 
of the parents in the manual occupational 
groups reported that their children had had 
to repeat a grade in school as compared with 


analyzed data collected by the administra- 
tion of several schools in Ufa. Whereas 
among students with “good” and “excel- 
lent” grades specialists’ and workers’ chil- 
dren were represented almost equally, 
workers children accounted for three- 
quarters of the failing pupils, being ten times 
as numerous as specialists" offspring.?? 
Children from better educated, more 
well-to-do, or higher status families not only 
tend to get higher grades, but are more likely 
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to aspire to higher education than children 
from the lower strata. Analyzing data on 
eighth-grade pupils gathered in the medium- 
size town of Syzran’ in 1968, V. С. Gendel’ 
found that 47 percent of the pupils from 
specialists’ families, 26 percent of the white- 
collar workers’ children, and 16 percent of 
the workers’ offspring expressed the desire 
to become specialists with a higher educa- 
tion? In Table 2, we see the relationship 
between father’s education and the pupils’ 
grades and plans. The percentage of eighth 
graders planning to enroll in the ninth grade 
and then attend a vuz after graduating from 
the tenth grade rises from 11 percent among 
those whose father had completed no more 
than six grades of schooling to 59 percent 
among those whose father had completed 
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higher education. It is equally obvious that 
the pupils’ aspirations are strongly associated 
with their academic achievement. Scarcely 
any of the students with low marks plan to 
pursue a higher education. Yet, among those 
with high grades, there are still pronounced 
differences in aspiration according to the 
father’s education. In short, much, but not 
all, of the influence of father’s educational 
level on the children’s aspirations is medi- 
ated by the pupils’ own performance. 

The way in which social origins and 
school performance combine in determining 
the likelihood of a child’s entering the ninth 
grade of the general-education school is well 
demonstrated by data from a large sample of 
Leningrad school children in 1968 (see Table 
3). The children’s chances of entering the 


Table 2. Eighth Graders’ Academic Performance and Educational Aspira- 
tions, as Related to Father’s Education and Own Grades 


Syzran’, 1968 


Percent planning to enter 9th grade 
and then pursue a higher education® 


High Low Percent with 
Father's education grades” grades АП high grades 
Higher 91% 13% 59% 59% 
(22) (15) (37) 
Incomplete Higher or 75% 4% 42% 54% 
Specialized Secondary (28) (24) (52) 
Tenth Grade 16% 5% 39% 49% 
(41) (43) (84) 
7-9 Grades 54% 3% 19% 31% 
(41) (91) (132) 
5—6 Grades 39% 0% 11% 29% 
(23) (57) (80) 
4 Grades or Less 42% 2% 11% 23% 
(19) (64) (83) 
Not Indicated Q) (8) (10) 
Total 64% 3% 25% 37% 
(176) (302) (478) (478) 


Source: V.G. Gendel’, Problemy sotsial'noi podvizhnosti molodezhi pri sotsializme, 
unpublished dissertation for the degree of Candidate of Sciences (Leningrad, 1971), р. 


156, Table 3 (adapted). 
ЗА higher proportion o 
general-education schoo 


f the eighth graders plan to continue in the ninth grade of the 
1 (39 percent). Shown here аге those who intend to enter the 


pinth grade and also plan to enroll in a higher educational institution after graduation. , 
Grades “5” (excellent) and *4" (good) are coded as “high grades”; grades “2” 
(unsatisfactory) and “3” (average), as “low grades.” 
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ровзом 


Table 3. Percentage of Eighth-Grade Pupils Continuing in the Ninth 
Grade of the General-Education School, According to Grade-Point 
Average and Parents’ Social-Occupational Status 


Leningrad, 1968 


Grade average 
Parents’ status? Under3.5 3.5 and over АП 
Professionals? 77 89 86 
Semi-professionals^ 50 80 70 
Skilled Workers 38 69 52 
Semiskilled and Unskilled 
19 41 25 


Manual and Non-Manual Workers 


Source: Е.К. Vasil'eva, Sotsial’no-professional’nyi uroven’ gorodskoi molo- 
dezhi (Leningrad: Leningrad State University Press, 1973), p. 41 (Tables 15 


and 16, adapted). 


"In cases where parents belonged to different social-occupational groups, the 
children were classified according to the one with higher status. 


“Specialists” with a higher education. 


“Specialists” with a specialized secondary education. 
Grades run from *'2" (unsatisfactory) to “5” (excellent). “3” is “average”. 


ninth grade increase as the parents' social 
status rises, while at every socio-occupa- 
tional level, the chances of those with high 
grades exceed those with lower grades. As a 
result of this selection process, the social 
composition of the ninth grade class typi- 
cally differs appreciably from that of the 
eighth grade. From the eighth to ninth 
grade, according to this Leningrad study, the 
share of professionals’ children grew by 46 
percent, and that of semi-professionals’ off- 
spring increased by 24 percent. But the pro- 
portion coming from skilled manual 
workers’ families declined by 10 percent, 
while the share of children of semi-skilled 
and unskilled manual and non-manual per- 
sonnel fell by 54 percent. 

' Although children with low grades and 
low status are more prone than others to 
leave the general-education school before 
finishing the tenth grade, background factors 
continue to influence the academic perfor- 
mance and aspirations of those who gradu- 
ate. “As among the eighth graders,” G. V. 
Gendel’ observes in his study of school chil- 
dren in Syzran’, “as size of income increases, 
its role as a hindrance decreases and the 
influence of academic performance [on the 


determination of plans] grows."?5 In com- 
parison with the eighth graders, more of the 
tenth-grade pupils receive high grades and 
aspire to higher education, a fact mainly 
explained by the selection which has oc- 
curred. Nonetheless, as Table 4 shows, tenth 
graders whose father has a higher education 
are about twice as likely to get high marks as 
their classmates whose father has not com- 
pleted secondary education (i.e., ten years of 
schooling). Among both the high-achieving 
and the low-achieving pupils, the children’s 
aspirations are positively associated with the 
father’s educational level. Yet, the differ- 
ences in aspiration within each of these two 
groups are modest compared with the dif- 
ferences at each level according to the 
student’s performance. Thus, the higher 
aspirations of the culturally advantaged 
youth are largely derived from their ability 
to earn high grades. 


COMPETITION FOR ADMISSION TO 
HIGHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 


With a few exceptions discussed below, ad- 
mission to vuzy is determined primarily 
according to results on competitive examina- 
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Table 4. Tenth Graders’ Academic Performance and Educational Aspirations, 
as Related to Father’s Education and Own Grades 


Syzran’, 1968 


Percent planning to enroll in a 
higher educational institution 


High Low Percent with 
Father's education grades* grades” All high grades? 
Higher 96% 30% 83% 80% 
(92) (23) (115) 
Incomplete Higher or 95% 33% 81% 11% 
Specialized Secondary (88) (27) (115) 
Tenth Grade 91% 16% 58% 55% 
(77) (62) (139) 
7-9 Grades 80% 16% 43% 42% 
(101) (141) (242) 
5—6 Grades 16% 17% 41% 40% 
(46) (70) (116) 
4 Grades or Less 69% 8% 32% 40% 
(56) (85) (141) 
Not Indicated (2) (8) (10) 
Total 86% 16% 53% 53% 
(462) (416) (878) (878) 


Source: Gendel’, Problemy sotsial'noi podvizhnosti, p. 198, Table 15 (adapted). 


3 Grades are coded as in Table 2. 


tions. Since 1972, secondary school grades 
have been deemed equally important/ó The: 
admission criteria naturally affect the social 
composition of the students. Although chil- 
dren from higher-status families make up a 
disproportionately large share of the appli- 
cants to vuzy, they increase their share in 
the entering class because they are more 
successful in passing the entrance examina- 
tions." Data from the 1968 Leningrad 
study (presented in Table 5) show that the 
selection process for higher education fol- 
lowing the tenth grade is much like that at 
the eighth grade level: the chances of being 
admitted to a vuz are a function both of 
parents’ social status and of school perfor- 
mance. Thus, secondary school graduates 
with high grades and favorable family cir- 
cumstances (high status) are most likely to 
attend higher educational institutions." 


Table 5. Percentage of Tenth-Grade 
Graduates Enrolled in Higher Education 
(All Divisions?) in the Fall Following 
Graduation, by Grade-Point Average and 
Parents! Social-Occupational Status 


Leningrad, 1968 


Grade average 


v Under 3.5 апа 
Parents’ status 9.5 over 

Professionals 40 73 
Semi-professionals 34 61 
Skilled Workers 16 44 
Semiskilled and Unskilled 

Manual and Non-Manual 7 21 

Workers 
Source: Vasil’eva, Sotsial "no-professional'nyi 


uroven’, p. 42 (Table 17, adapted). 
Зрау, evening, and correspondence programs. 
bGroups defined as in Table 3. 
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The results of the entrance competition 
in 1966 at Rostov State University, one of 
the better provincial schools in the Russian 
Republic, illustrate this selection process. 
Whereas children of workers and поп- 
specialist white-collar workers made up 58 
percent of the applicants, they comprised 47 
percent of the entering class. Children of 
collective farmers constituted 15 percent of 
the applicants, but less than 3 percent of 
those admitted. In contrast, specialists’ chil- 
dren increased their representation from 27 
to 50 percent.” Altogether, children of 
non-manual origin made up 75 percent of 
the first-year class.?? 

Privileged youth’s advantage in securing 
admission to higher educational institutions 
is not simply a consequence of their more 
affluent home environment and cultural ad- 
vantages which enable them to achieve 
better secondary-school records and to excel 
in examinations. Since 1966—67, more and 
more schools have begun to offer elective 
courses suited to the students’ interests, 
while increasing numbers of specialized 
schools offering intensive training in science, 
languages, or the arts have been es- 
tablished.’ Although “tracking” had previ- 
ously been proscribed, now it is sometimes 
practiced.’ The increasing differentiation 
of study programs may give added ad- 
vantages to intelligentsia children, since they 
are the ones most likely to be enrolled in the 
special classes.?? 

The relatively small number of special 
general-education schools are designed for 
children with aptitude for mathematics, 
physics, chemistry, foreign languages, and 
other disciplines corresponding to the par- 
ticular school’s specialization. 


These children [in Leningrad] take an in- 
tensified program, and they are taught by 
the best teachers, not only secondary school 
teachers but higher school teachers as well. 
The graduates of these schools pass the com- 
petitive examinations, as a rule (98% to 99% 
pass), and they not only enter the higher 
schools but, more important, graduate from 
them with high marks.... Even now the 
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alumni of the specialized schools make up 
one-third of all students in Leningrad State 
University’s physics and mathematical engi- 
neering divisions. 


Because of the special training which such 
schools provide and the high representation 
of intelligentsia children in them, some have 
criticized them for “social elitism” contrary 
to the democratic principles of education in 
the USSR. “The selection of children for 
special schools is, more often than not, 
based not on their gifts, but on the ambition 
of some parents,” writes Georgi Kulagin, the 
director of a machine-construction combine 
in Leningrad. “Even if we were to admit that 
the general program in the mass schools re- 
tards the development of the really gifted 
child, this circumstance is much less detri- 
mental to society than instilling from child- 
hood the idea that a chosen person is set 
араг.” 

Parents also vie with one another in 
trying to get their children enrolled in a 
university or institute. As Komsomol’skaia 
pravda reported, 


Strange transformations occur in August and 
at the beginning of September. Reliable and 
respected engineers and teachers, intelligent 
people who have been through the war and 
the period of reconstruction, suddenly lose 
their human dignity and become pitiable 
supplicants, blocking the doorways of 
rectors’ offices and ministries, bombarding 
prominent friends with telephone calls and 
imploring almost on their knees: ‘Get my 
daughter (or son) into an institute.’ 


“No stone is left unturned,” the writer ob- 
serves, “from the exploitation of the names 
and the reputation of forebears to gambling 
with. what are the most sacred values for us 
all." 

More significant than “pull” or bribery is 
the ability of the privileged to use their 
income to provide special tutoring for their 
children or to keep them off the labor 
market while preparing for the next year’s 
entrance exams. In 1969, the Rector of 
Moscow University, in discussing the ad- 


HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE USSR 


vantages which some had in gaining admis- 
sion, pointed out that many children make 
use of the services of private coaches. In that 
year, 85 percent of those admitted to the 
Faculty of Mechanics and Mathematics had 
received private instruction before taking the 
entrance examinations. Another survey 
was conducted at one of the leading techni- 
cal institutes in Moscow. “The results were 
shocking, though not unexpected," a teacher 
disclosed that same year. *About 90 percent 


of the [successful] applicants, it turned out, . 


had resorted to tutors."95 A more recent 
article in Komsomol’skaia pravda under- 
scores the social implications of this com- 
mon practice: 


“The contest of tutors"—do you remember 
how at first this sounded like a joke? But 
only at first. Just listen to your acquaint- 
ances, sit in on the entrance examinations 
for the higher schools, where the parents of 
secondary school graduates nervously await 
the results—it is a surprising fact that people 
are no longer ashamed of having tutors, they 
are proud of them. They call them by their 
titles and, among circles of friends, by the 
posts they hold. The costlier the tutor, the 
more prestige he has. This means that our 
system of free education, equally available 
to everyone and based on competition in 
knowledge, has been invaded by the ruble.?? 


The intensive study programs and wide- 
spread use of tutors not only enhance intel- 
ligentsia children’s chances of gaining 
entrance to a vuz, but work to the disad- 
vantage of rural youth. Sometimes outright 
resentment and indignation is expressed at 
these inequities: 


What should we do, the villagers? Young 
men and women who grow up here also 
dream about one or another institute and 
also deserve to receive a higher education. 
Where are they to find coaches? We have no 
professors or Ph.D. candidates in our vil- 
lages, Here it is difficult just to find good 
teachers, Who will prepare our children for 
entrance to the institute? 

Even without this [coaching], the village 
school is behind the city schools. Here the 
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people often complain: the teacher is not as 
good, and the equipment is not the same, 
and the libraries do not compare at all with 
those in the city. The village children, espe- 
cially those who live far away from the re- 
gional roads, are deprived of museums, 
theaters, lectures. Consequently their pre- 
paration is already worse. But in addition to 
all these other things, one must add “the 
competition of the purse. . . Ld 


Soviet scholars may acknowledge the 
“bias” in favor of those from higher-status 
families under the present admission require- 
ments. For instance, M. N. Rutkevich and F. 
R. Filippov take note of this fact, but find 
the requirements necessary for the selection 
of those who will be able to make the great- 
est contribution to social and economic 
development: 


Socialist society is interested in selecting 
those individuals who will yield maximum 
benefits in the future as skilled specialists. 
Competitive examinations for higher educa- 
tional institutions, generally speaking, enable 
us to choose those who are best prepared to 
master a given specialty. But it is well known 
that the degree of preparation of an appli- 
cant depends not only on his natural abili- 
ties, but also on the material and cultural 
level of the family in which he was raised, on 
the quality of teaching in the secondary 
school that he attended, and on many other 
factors that promote the early development 
of abilities and the acquisition of greater 
knowledge by the time of the examina- 
tion.... In ignoring the conditions under 
which applicants are trained, and in making 
judgments based only on the applicants" 
knowledge, admissions committees in effect 
sanction inequality of opportunity. 


In spite of a good deal of contrary evi- 
dence, they argue that competitive selection 
for Soviet vuzy is a "special form of socialist 
competition" which has nothing in common 
with selection procedures in the West. “In 
capitalist countries, competition for admis- 
sion to higher educational institutions does 
not exist in our sense of the word. Every- 
thing depends on the ability to pay for one's 
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studies. .. . Competition in knowledge is re- 
placed by the ‘competition’ of the purse."^? 


THE SOCIAL COMPOSITION OF 
STUDENTS IN VUZY 


“Tt must be particularly emphasized,” so- 
ciologist V. N. Shubkin stated in 1965, “that 
the increased competition for admission to 
higher educational institutions, combined 
with the rise in the number of secondary- 
school graduates, may lead to a diminution 
in the percentage of children of workers and 
peasants entering higher educational institu- 
tions"? A cursory glance at some official 
statistics would suggest that this apprehen- 
sion was confirmed in the second half of the 
sixties. Unpublished aggregate data gathered 
by the Central Statistical Administration 
show an unmistakable trend toward lessened 
working-class and peasant representation 
among full-time students in the RSFSR. In 
1963-64, “white-collar workers and their 
children" accounted for 44.4 percent of all 
the students, “workers and their children” 
made up 41.8 percent, and “collective farm- 
ers and their children" comprised 13.8 per- 
cent. In each of the next six years, the 
non-manual group's share increased, so that 
by 1969-70, the social composition was as 
follows: “white-collar workers and their chil- 
dren,” 52.6 percent; “workers and their 
children,” 37.7 percent; and “collective 
farmers and their children,” 9.7 percent. 

However, it is not clear that these figures 
can be taken at face value. Students who 
have worked for two or more years are sup- 
posed to be classified according to their 
acquired social status rather than their social 
origins. This procedure probably results in a 
net increase in the number placed in the 
“workers and their children” category. Some 
knowledgeable Soviet citizens believe that 
students are classified as “workers” if either 
their father or their mother is a worker, 
thereby also increasing the proportion of 
“workers’ children” among the students. 
The same procedure may be followed with 
collective farmers’ children. Changes in the 
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students’ social composition during the six- 
ties may therefore be an artifact of the 
method of classification (particularly since 
in the first half of the sixties a much larger 
share of the entering students had worked 
for two years before enrolling). It is also 
possible that the apparent increase in 
“white-collar workers and their children” re- 
flects the growth of this group in the popula- 
tion in the course of the decade.** 

Is access to higher education more egali- 
tarian than it is in western countries? 
Peculiarities in various countries’ educational 
systems, variations in their occupational dis- 
tributions, and differences in the way social 
origins are determined all make it difficult to 
provide a simple and straightforward answer 
to this question on the basis of available 
information. Among the western countries 
themselves there appear to be differences in 
the degree of educational inequality. Judging 
simply by working-class children’s represen- 
tation in higher educational institutions, 
Frank Parkin infers that higher education is 
more accessible to working-class youth in 
Great Britain and Scandinavia than in other 
West European countries." Raymond Poig- 
nant notes that the United States has lower 
social-occupational differentials in enroll- 
ment rates than the West European countries 
and suggests that the Soviet Union probably 
resembles the United States in this regard. 4% 
Similarly, Raymond Boudon hazards the 
judgment that the degree of inequality in 
opportunity for higher education in East 
European countries is closer to that of the 
United States or the Scandinavian countries 
than to that of the West European con- 
tinental nations.*? 7f the figures cited above 
reflect more or less accurately the social 
origins of students in Russia, it would indeed 
appear that access to higher education has 
been considerably more egalitarian than in 
the West European countries and thus more 
similar to the United States. 

Notwithstanding manifest differences be- 
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union, there are certain structural similari- 
ties which account, in some measure, for the 
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greater egalitarianism in access to higher 
education. Owing in part to the absence of 
“aristocratic survivals,” the United States 
and the Soviet Union appear to have less 
well-defined "status groups” than the more 
traditional European societies. Both societies 
are characterized by a widespread belief in 
opportunities for achievement through the 
educational system and by high levels of 
aspiration. These beliefs and the perception 
of an “open class structure” are no doubt 
reinforced by high rates of upward mobility 
into the elite occupational groups, which 
probably have exceeded those of the West 
European countries! Furthermore, the 
educational systems differ from those of 
West Europe in their degree of differentia- 
tion, content, and extent of coverage. Al- 
though there may be “tracking” within 
schools, the Soviet and American educa- 
tional systems are still less differentiated 
than their West European counterparts? In 
American and Soviet schools decidedly less 
attention is devoted to the study of the 
Classics, which is associated with traditional 
European upper-class culture and has been 
an important basis for differentiation among 
study programs in the European systems. = 
Finally, a higher percentage of the youth 
cohort finishes secondary education, a neces- 
sary condition for proceeding to the higher 
level.“ These two systems therefore place 
fewer obstacles in the path of lower-class 
children’s completing secondary education, 
and so a greater proportion of low-status 
children acquire the certification and main- 
tain the level of motivation and aspiration 
required for higher education. 

In part because the higher educational 
system in the United States and the USSR 
has been less closely linked with established 
social elites, it has been expanded to a 
greater extent, has been more responsive 
to changing economic needs and opportuni- 
ties, and has trained a larger share of the 
students in fields other than the traditional 
learned professions.5 The fact that Ameri- 
can colleges and universities take in a much 
greater share of the youth cohort than either 
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their Soviet or their European counterparts 
increases the relative chances for admission 
of American children from lower-status 
families. (Working-class children, however, 
are most strongly represented in the two- 
year community colleges which represent 
the lower “track” of the American sys- 
tem.) In the Soviet Union, social differ- 
ences giving rise to inequality in access to 
higher education are lessened by the provi- 
sion of tuition-free education, state-sub- 
sidized food and housing, and stipends for 
three-quarters of the full-time students. d 
These measures may be more effective in 
facilitating lower-class children’s access to 
the higher schools than maintenance grants 
in such countries as Great Britain, where 
proportionately more lower-class children 
leave the “college track” at an early age. 
While providing rough indices of various 
social groups’ participation in higher educa- 
tion, the aggregate data presented above ob- 
scure differences in social composition 
according to field of study, type of academic 
institution, and geographic location. As in 
other countries, the Soviet system of higher 
education is hierarchically differentiated in 
terms of “quality,” prestige, and the social 
origins of the student bodies. Typically, 
the higher the prestige of an occupation, the 
higher the prestige of a vuz providing train- 
ing for that specialty, and the higher the 
representation of non-manual (especially in- 
telligentsia) offspring in its student body. 5? 
The nature of the town in which the vuz is 
located, the school's "quality," and its, 
general "profile" (i.e., whether it is more 
“applied” and technical or more strictly 
*academic") all affect a specific institution's 
relative standing. “As а гше,” Moscow 
sociologist F. R. Filippov notes, “capital city 
vuzy, vuzy which are close to major aca- 
demic and scientific centers, and so on, 
enjoy the greatest prestige." He continues, 


Fundamentally, these differences [in the at- 
tractiveness of higher educational institu- 
tions] reside in the actual objective 
variations in the level of preparation of 
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specialists, which depends on the academic 
and material basis of the vuz, the composi- 
tion of the teaching staff, the specific social 
and cultural environs, etc. This is one of the 
specific manifestations of the actual social 
differences inherent in a socialist society. At 
the present stage of development of Soviet 
society, a formally identical level of higher 
education which was obtained in any of the 
country’s vuzy presupposes and by no means 
excludes actual differences in the quality of 
the training of specialists, and for that rea- 
son, the ‘worth’ [tsena] of a diploma ге- 
ceived in different vuzy is not the same.9? 


Some appreciation of the differences be- 
tween capital city and provincial town vuzy 
may be gained from a comparison of the 
social composition of day-students in 
Moscow, capital of the Soviet Union and the 
Russian Republic, and Kostroma, a medium- 
size industrial town to the north-east of Mos- 
cow. E. S. Samoilova, who carried out a 
survey of every fifth applicant to five 
Moscow vuzy and three vuzy in Kostroma in 
1968, found sharp differences between the 
two towns in the social characteristics of 
applicants and entering students. Whereas 
only 24 percent of the parents of the first- 
year Moscow students performed physical 
labor, 40 percent of the Kostroma parents 
did. Conversely, 57 percent of the Moscow 
students’ parents, but only 29 percent of the 
Kostroma students’ parents were spe- 
cialists.% Of all students enrolled in vuzy in 
Moscow in 1969-70, 92 percent were of 
urban origin, and only 8 percent came from 
the countryside. In Kostroma, the cor- 
responding figures were 54 and 46 per- 
cent. To some degree, these disparities 
stem from differences in the composition of 
the work force in the two towns and the 
surrounding areas. 

Among the institutions in each town, as 
Table 6 demonstrates, there were clear varia- 
tions in the social composition of the stu- 
dent body. These are suggestive of the 
stratification of Soviet higher education and 
of the different patterns of recruitment of 
various types of vuzy. In 1968, for instance, 
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“collective farmers and their children" made 
up 44 percent of the students in agricultural 
institutes in the USSR, 14 percent of those 
in pedagogical institutes in the Russian 
Republic, and just 9 percent of Russia's 
medical students. Conversely, “white-collar 
workers and their children" constituted a 
fifth of the students in the low-status agri- 
cultural institutes, nearly half of the stu- 
dents in the pedagogical institutes, and 
three-fifths of those in the medical in- 
stitutes. 


PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS 


Given the ideological insistence upon egali- 
tarianism and the superiority of socialism 
over capitalism, the pattern of inequality in 
access to higher education continues to be a 
politically sensitive subject in the USSR. Re- 
garding future trends and government 
policy, there have been divergent points of 
view. M. N. Rutkevich stated in 1967, “The 
basic objective tendency consists in the 
social composition of those accepted by 
vuzy steadily approaching the population’s 
social composition, since the reduction in 
differences in material and cultural condi- 
tions leads to an equalization of the con- 
ditions for the preparation of the young 
recruits entering vuzy.”°” This “objective 
tendency” may be strengthened by policies 
for the improvement of low-quality schools, 
especially in rural areas, and the achievement 
of universal secondary education in the 
foreseeable future. As a result of the latter, 
not only will a greater share of the youth 
cohort have formal access to higher educa- 
tion, but children of successive generations 
will be less likely to suffer disadvantages 
because of their parents’ low educational 
achievement. 

Others have seen the prospects in a less 
sanguine fashion. The advantages held by 
privileged youth have been shown at all 
stages, and as several Soviet scholars have 
stressed, their advantages are more рго- 
nounced when the competition for admis- 
sion to vuzy is more intense. As the number 
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Table 6. Social Composition of Students in Higher Educational Institutions in 
Moscow and Kostroma, Russian Republic, 1968-69 = 


Percentage in each social group 


White-collar State Collective- 
state employed farm 
employees workers? peasants 
Distribution of Employed Population, 1970 (1) 
Russian Republic (RSFSR) 28 62 10 
Moscow Province 33 66 1 
Kostroma Province 25 64 11 
Distribution of АП Day Students Enrolled 
in Higher Educational Institutions, 1968-69 (2) 
RSFSR? 51 38 11 
Moscow City? 68 28 4 
Kostroma Town 40 41 19 
Distribution of Entering Class in Selected 
Institutions, Day Division, 1968-69 (3) 
Moscow 
State University? 73 23 3 
Petrochemical and Gas Industry Institute 69 30 1 
Engineering and Construction Institute 60 33 6 
Machine-Tool Instrument Institute 58 41 1 
Chemical Technology Institute 58 41 L 
Institute of Engineers of Agricultural 
Production 43 40 17 
Kostroma 
Technological Institute 51 43 6 
Pedagogical Institute 49 42 9 
19 36 45 


Agricultural Institute 


Sources: (1) USSR, Tsentral’noe Statisticheskoe Upravlenie, Лов! 


Vsesoiuznoi perepisi nase- 


leniia 1970, 5 (Moscow: Statistika, 1973): 34—35. (2) Data gathered by the Central Statistical 
Administration on all day students enrolled in higher educational institutions in these areas, 
cited in E.S. Samoilova, Sotsial'nye aspekty formirovaniia kontingentov sovetskikh studentov v 


period stroitel'stva kommunizma (1961—1 


Candiate of Sciences (Moscow, 


1973), pp. 119 (Table 


971 g.), unpublished dissertation for the degree of 


22), 123 (Table 24), 131 (Table 28). (3) 


| These data, with the exception of those for Moscow State University, are derived from a 20 


percent random sample of all applicants to these 


Shown here is the distribution of accepted applicants. Ibid., pp. 236 and 243. 


institutions in 1968 and reflect social origins. 
Data for 


| first-year students at Moscow University are taken from materials in the university's archives 


| and from records of the Moscow City Statistical 


"Students who had been working for two or more years prior to entrance were 


| according to their acquired social status. Otherwise, 
usually the father) was used. 


industrial and agricultural workers in state enterprises. 


| of the head of the household, 


of young people receiving а secondary 
| education continues to grow, the chances of 
| disadvantaged youth may worsen. In view of 
| the persuasive evidence of the sociological 
studies, many leading policy makers and 
| sociologists have become convinced that the 
government should take positive measures to 


Division, as reported ibid., p. 129 (Table 27). 
classified 


social origin (presumably the social status 


“regulate” the social composition of the stu- 
dent body. 

In 1969, the government adopted mea- 
sures to establish preparatory divisions 
(reminiscent of the “workers’ faculties” of 
an earlier period) at higher educational in- 
stitutions. Working youth, collective farm 
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youth, and demobilized servicemen are eli- 
gible for admission. The heads of enterprises 
in which the young people have worked for 
at least a year decide, on the recommenda- 
tions of Party, Komsomol, and union orga- 
nizations, who should be sent to these pro- 
grams. “Auditors? who successfully 
complete a year's study are then enrolled in 
the regular first-year class. In addition, 
preference in admission to certain fields 
linked with agriculture or the development 
of the countryside is given to rural youth. 6 
Between 1969—70 and 1973—74, the number 
entering vuzy directly from the preparatory 
programs increased fourfold to 60,000, and 
it is expected that by 1975, one out of five 
new vuz students will have passed through 
the programs.” 

It is still difficult to ascertain to what 
degree these remedial measures have im- 
proved the chances of disadvantaged youth. 
Tu. N. Kozyrev, a sociologist at the Institute 
of Sociological Research in Moscow, main- 
tains that their position has substantially 
improved, in part because of an actual 
decline in competition: 


The system of advantages in the entrance 
competition [konkursnykh l'got] for these 
groups of applicants [viz., workers and 
peasants], the work of the preparatory divi- 
sions, acting in the same direction with the 
decrease in competition, has fundamentally 
altered the social composition of the student 
body today as compared with that which 
occurred six or seven years ago: the share of 
workers and workers' children in the com- 
position of the studentry is steadily growing. 
In the vuzy in the city of Gorkii in 1966, for 
instance, workers and peasants accounted 
altogether for about 40 percent of the 
entering class. In 1970 these groups' share 
exceeded 60 percent, 7 


Recent data on the social composition of the 
entering class at Leningrad State University 
and of all day-students enrolled in vuzy in 
Sverdlovsk Province show an increase in the 
representation. of "workers and their chil- 
dren” in the early seventies.” 

According to other reports, the prepara- 
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tory faculties are not doing effectively what 
they were designed to do—help the disadvan- 
taged. Because of insufficient publicity, 
many workers are not aware of the opportu- 
nities open to them, and factory managers 
are reluctant to release able workers, In 
some higher schools, only one-half of the 
graduates of the “workers? faculties” get as 
far as the second or third year, and in the 
Russian Republic as a whole, just over a 
third of the first class which graduated from 
these programs in 1970 reached the fifth 
year in the regular program.”*’ On the aver- 
age, one-third of the “production workers” 
have had a single year’s work experience. 
Most of them are secondary-school graduates 
who have already tried to pass the entrance 
exams, and failed. 


For them, the most important thing is the 
opportunity to get into a higher school with- 
out taking the competitive examination (to 
be accepted as a student, it’s enough to 
receive a three [average grade] on examina- 
tions taken following studies in a workers’ 
faculty). So, instead of feeding mature and 
independent young people to the higher 
schools, as was intended, the workers’ facul- 
ties send them youths who have served out a 
year in production.” 


Since admission to the programs is deter- 
mined by “social position,” rather than 
origins, there is nothing to prevent privileged 
youth’s entering vuzy through the back 
door, so to speak. Even worse, а sizeable 
number gain admission with forged docu- 
ments testifying to their exemplary (but fic- 
titious) work career. In 1975 alone, 17 per- 
cent of the students whose documents were 
checked in the Armenian Republic had 
presented fake work-records and recommen- 
dations.” Thus, writes a correspondent for 
Komsomol'skaia pravda, “with the help of 
parental connections and forged documents, 
young idlers take the places in the prepara- 
tory divisions and workers’ faculties which 
rightfully belong to young workers and col- 
lective farmers.””° 

The problem of inequality of access to 
higher education obviously continues to bea 
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matter of much concern in the Soviet Union. 
The evidence which we have reviewed 
demonstrates that the process of social selec- 
tion performed by the educational system in 
the USSR is in many ways similar to that 
observed in other industrial countries and 
that a child’s social status determines, to a 
considerable extent, his chances to attend a 
vuz and thereby enter the intelligentsia. Yet, 
consideration of the social composition of 
students in vuzy leads to the conclusion that 
the selection process does not work as 
rigorously to limit lower-class children's 
access to higher education as it has in West 
European countries, In the Soviet Union, 
secondary and higher education have been 
rapidly expanded. Whereas lower-status off- 
spring are much less likely to reach higher 
education than children of higher-status 
families, they make up a very substantial 
part of those enrolled in vuzy because of 
their social groups’ preponderance in the 
population at large. 

These findings are symptomatic of the 
contradictory forces which will affect access 
to education in coming years. While the con- 
tinuing expansion of secondary education 
will serve to equalize access to higher institu- 
tions by increasing the number of potential 
entrants, differentiation and specialization 
of study programs at the secondary level 
may increase the advantages of those from 
better-educated, higher-status families whose 
relative weight in the population has been 
growing rapidly. Since the mid-sixties, the 
greater emphasis upon academic perfor- 
mance, the increased competition for admis- 
sion, and the widespread use of tutors have 
worked to the disadvantage of workers’ and 
collective farmers’ children, Although 
preparatory divisions have been established 
to offset these trends, it remains to be seen 
to what extent they will accomplish this 
objective. 
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dren of white-collar workers who have worked for 
а short time. 
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Does the Workers’ Faculty Need?” Izvestia, April 
5, 1975, р. 5, cond. in CDSP 27, 14: 12. 


13. Academic Performance in 


TWO TYPES OF SCHOOL STRUCTURE— 
TWO EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHIES 


The “enrollment explosion” at the second- 
ary school level and the expanded admission 
to the university-preparing school as well as 
to the university itself has given rise to ques- 
tions about the “standard” of the students 
processed through a system of mass educa- 
tion as compared to an élitist one. The 
present author has dealt with the problem 
of comprehensiveness versus élitism in other 
connections (Husén, 1962 and 1973). 
Suffice it to indicate here that the criteria of 
“standards” are not as self-evident as they 
might seem prima facie, simply because the 
comprehensive system is based partly on 
other values than the élitist and therefore 
cannot be evaluated according to identical 
criteria, The very term "standard" has had a 
time-honoured place in educational folklore. 
The danger of “lowered standards" has often 
been pointed out by those who oppose 
broadening access to advanced education. 
One of the problems singled out for par- 
ticular analysis in the survey research con- 
ducted by the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement 
(IEA) has for a long time been a central 
policy issue in Europe, namely whether and 
the extent to which a comprehensive school 
system should replace the prevailing selective 
one. The IEA Project provided an unprece- 
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Selective and Comprehensive 
Schools 
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dented opportunity to compare what 
happens to the superior students when upper 
secondary school enrollment is broadened, 
The reason for the passion that often has 
gone into the debate on the comprehensive 
versus the selective school is that it is not 
merely didactic principles or methods of 
organizing the curriculum that are at issue. 
At the heart of the matter we find two 
opposing educational philosophies reflecting 
strong vested interests. On one hand we have 
the egalitarian and reconstructivist view, and 
on the other, the by and large conservative 
and élitist view of the educational system. 

A comprehensive system provides a pub- 
licly supported school education for all chil- 
dren of mandatory school age in a given 
catchment area. This means that all pro- 
grams or curricular offerings are provided in 
the same school unit. Another essential 
feature of comprehensiveness is that no 
differentiation or grouping practices that 
definitively determine the ensuing educa- 
tional and occupational careers аге 
employed. Children from all walks of life are 
taken care of. 

In a selective system children are by 
means of organizational differentiation at an 
early age allocated to different types of 
school, and, also at an early stage of their 
school career, grouping practices are em- 
ployed aiming at spotting those who are 
supposed to be particularly academically- 
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oriented. Apart from selective admission and 
grouping, the system is as a rule also charac- 
terized by a high attrition rate in terms of 
grade-repeating and drop-out. 

In the debate on the relative merits and 
drawbacks of the two systems it has been 
maintained, on the one hand, that the top 
pupils in a comprehensive system will suffer 
by having to be taught together with their 
more slow-learning peers. This will impair 
their standard of achievement in comparison 
with pupils of equal intellectual standing in 
systems where an organizational differentia- 
tion in terms of selection for separate aca- 
demically oriented schools takes place at an 
early age or where strict homogeneous 
grouping within the school is employed. 

The adherents of comprehensive educa- 
tion, on the other hand, maintain that the 
top pupils will not suffer as much in their 
system as the great mass of the less aca- 
demically-oriented students in a selective 
system, particularly those who rather early 
are left in the elementary school after the 
“book-oriented” have been selected for the 
university-preparing secondary schools. 

The élitists maintain that a system of 
selection based on fair and equally employed 
criteria of excellence will open the avenues 
to high-status occupation to those from all 
walks of life who deserve it by possessing the 
necessary (mainly inherited) talent. The 
comprehensivists counter by claiming that a 
selective system is beset with a greater social 
bias than the comprehensive one. As one 
moves up the ladder of the formal educa- 
tional system the proportion of lower-class 
pupils is much lower in a selective than in a 
comprehensive system, which is interpreted 
as evidence for bias. 

The two propositions, both the one on 
the standard of the élite and the one on 
social bias, were tested on national systems 
of education in the first two large-scale sur- 
veys conducted by IEA (Husén, 1967; 
Postlethwaite, 1967; Comber and Keeves, 
1973). The national systems of education 
differ tremendously with regard to the size 
of the pre-university group (in per cent of 
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the relevant age groups). In the mathematics 
study this group varied from less than 10 per 
cent in some European countries to more 
than 70 per cent in the United States. In the 
Science study (stage 2) the variation was by 
and large of the same order of magnitude. 
The variability in Europe had, however, 
decreased somewhat. Evidently, there is no 
point in making comparisons between mean 
performances behind which there are school 
populations representing such variations in 
terms of the proportion of the relevant age 
group. Thus, it was decided to take advan- 
tage of the IEA survey data for Population 
4, that is to say, pupils who are in the 
terminal grade of the pre-university school. 
Typical national illustrations of this popula- 
tion are for instance the Oberprimaner in 
Germany, the pupils who are about to sit for 
the GCE A-level in England, and for the 
baccalauréat in France. 

The problem of “comparing” the termi- 
nal pupils is not as simple as it might appear 
from the popular debate on the relative 
“standard” of secondary systems with a 
rather strict selection versus those with an 
open door policy. The problem of whether 
the one or the other system is to be pre- 
ferred is a matter of what criteria one wants 
to employ in evaluating them, and therefore 
in the last run a question of political prefer- 
ences. Even if the evaluators can agree upon 
what criteria should be employed, they will 
certainly put them in different orders of 
priority. The adherent of an élitist system 
tends to evaluate the schools in terms of the 
quality of their end-products, either leaving 
out those who are lost in the selection and/ 
or attrition process or attaching a lower 
priority to their educational fate. The com- 
prehensivist prefers to look at what happens 
to the great mass of students. His overriding 
question is: How many are brought how far? 


STANDARD OF THE ELITE IN 
MATHEMATICS 


In what follows we shall focus on the stan- 
dard of the élite in the industrialized IEA 
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countries, using as our criteria achievements 
in mathematics and science at the pre-uni- 
versity level. The national systems which 
have been studied vary considerably with 
regard to retention rate or “holding power” 
at the upper secondary level. The high 
school seniors consist of some 75 per cent of 
the relevant age group in the United States, 
those who finish gymnasium and continua- 
tion school in Sweden (grades 11 and 12) are 
some 45 per cent of the age group, the 
Oberprimaner (grade 13) in the Federal Re- 
public of Germany are some 10 per cent etc. 
It is rather pointless to limit a comparison of 
student achievements in these and other 
countries to mean performances, simply be- 
cause of the highly variable portion of the 
relevant age group we are dealing with. It is 
more nearly fair to compare equal portions 
of the age cohorts. 

But such comparisons are conducted 
under the assumption that those who are not 
in school at that age level have not, either by 
previous schooling or other learning op- 


277 


portunities, reached the level of competence 
achieved by the élite still in school. On the 
basis of analysis of the distributions of 
achievements, both at the beginning and at 
the end of secondary school, we concluded 
that had the ideal conditions of being able to 
test the entire age group existed those who 
were not in school would not have scored 
high enough to affect the means for the top 
5 per cent of the age group. 

The objection has been raised that the 
method of comparing equal portions of the 
age group is unfair to national systems with 
a low retention rate (or high selectivity). The 
validity of such an objection can be ques- 
tioned on pure logical grounds, simply be- 
cause it is not consistent with the élitist 
philosophy. In systems where until recently 
only some 5-15. per cent of the entire age 
group is retained up to the pre-university 
grade, the prevailing educational philosophy 
has been that such a system rather effi- 
ciently takes care of most of the able pupils 
and does not bias against any category of 
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them. Thus, those who favour an élitist 
system cannot reasonably object to a com- 
parison between equal proportions of the 
age group by maintaining that the compari- 
son is unfair to the selective system because 
it does not retain the able pupils. There is, 
however, a valid statistical objection. 
Hárnqvist (1974) in reviewing the IEA 
surveys in science, reading and literature 
points out that the errors of measurement 
contribute to an overestimation of the size 
standard of the élite in comprehensive sys- 
tems and conversely to an underestimation 
in selective systems. 

When in the IEA mathematics study 
(Husén, 1967) the average performance in 
different countries of terminal students 
taking mathematics was compared, we found 
that the US high school graduates were far 
below the other countries. However, in the 
US 18 per cent of the age group of 17-18 
year olds took mathematics as compared to 
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4—5 per cent in some European countries. In 
order to arrive at an answer to the question 
to what extent it is possible to produce an 
élite in a comprehensive system, one has to 
compare equal proportions of the relevant 
age group in the respective countries. The 
dotted line in Figure 1 gives the average 
performance of the terminal mathematics 
student in the twelve countries. The solid 
line gives the averages for the top four per- 
cent of the total age group. This percentage 
was selected because it represented the 
lowest proportion in any one country taking 
mathematics. As can be seen, the range be- 
tween countries is more narrow than for the 
entire group of terminal mathematics pupils. 
The United States’ top four percent score at 
about the same level as the corresponding 
group in other countries. 

On the basis of the distribution of total 
score of the terminal pupils in all countries, 
international percentile norms were ob- 
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tained. In Figure 2 we have given the per- 
centage of the total age group within each 
country which has reached the standard of 
the upper tenth of the terminal mathematics 
pupils. As can be seen, none of the systems 
with high retention rates and/or a compre- 
hensive structure are among the five systems 
at the bottom. 


STANDARD OF THE ELITE IN SCIENCE 


Similar comparisons were conducted with 
terminal students in science (Comber and 
Keeves, 1973). In this case all the Population 
4 pupils were included in the comparisons, 
irrespective of whether they were or were 
not taking science in the grade when testing 
took place. It was decided to compare the 
top 9 per cent of Population 4 in the indus- 
trialized countries. This percentage was 
chosen because it represented the lowest 
proportion in Population 4 of the relevant 
age group in any of the countries. In order 
to arrive at measures of two more limited 
dlites, the top 5 and 1 per cent were also 
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chosen. Table 1 and Figure 3 present the 
outcomes of the comparisons for the three 
élite groups. The mean score for the entire 
graduate population ranges from 30.8 for 
New Zealand to only 14.2 for the United 
States. As can be seen in Table 1, the Popu- 
lation 4 pupils represent 13 per cent of the 
entire age group in the former country as 
compared to 75 in the latter. When the mean 
scores for the top 9 per cent were compared, 
it was found that countries with a high re- 
tention rate got sharply increased means. 
The United States doubled its mean and 
scored higher than, for instance, Germany 
and France. By and large the same picture 
emerged when countries were compared 
with regard to the top 5 and 1 per cent of 
the students. 

The assessment of the standard of élite 
pupils at the pre-university level does not 
support the contention that systems with 
broader or more open access and with rela- 
tive high retention rate until the end of 
upper secondary school do not succeed in 
*producing" élite pupils. An élite can be 


Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Science Test Scores for Total Sample and 


Equivalent Proportions of an Age Group 


% at Full sample Top 196 Top 5% Top 9% 

Country School N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
New Zealand 13 1,676 30.8 12.6 528 28 435 5.9 36.8 9.0 
England 20 2,181 244 124 51.6 3.2 41.6 6.5 35.5 85 
Australia 29 4,194 261 11.5 515 32 440 4.7 399. 529 
Scotland 17 1,321 244 129 507 3.8 40.6 6.4 344 8.7 
Sweden 45 2,754 20.1 10.9 495 3.4 4125 2,55. 37.0 6.2 
Нипрагу 28 2,828 24.0 9.6 480 3.8 390 5.4 350 61 
Netherlands 13 1,138 244 12.0 47.1 3.6 372 6.5 303 9.4 
Finland 21 1,725 20.8 10.5 46.0 4.1 357 6.4 307 74 
USA 75 2,514 14.2 9.9 45.8 2.8 36.8 5.5 33.10 165.9) 
FRG 9 1,989 28.4 9.6 45.0 4.1 353 6.2 28.4 9.6 
France 29 3,523 19.1 9.1 405 3.5 333 44 299 51 
Belgium (FI) 47 467 18.1 8.5 398 37 330 4.0 305 42 
Italy 16 15,719 16.5 9.2 382 4.7 27.4 65 2 tbs) 
Belgium (Fr) 47 941 16.0 8.3 362 2.0 309 3.1 284 3.7 
Average 22.0 45.9 37.1 32.3 
Range 16.6 16.6 16.6 17,2 
Chile 16 1,947 93 6.3 235 38 168 43 136 4.8 
India 14 3,040 6.3 6.1 208 — 3:7 12.8 48 Ce Po 
Tran 9 1,051 10.8 5.9 21.9 3.6 14.8 44 1087 "59 
Thailand 10 724 12.5 6.1 232 24 174 3.6 13.65 95:3 


280 


HUSEN 


NZ AUS SWE NL US 


20 
Overall 


FRA IT 
ENG SCO HUN FIN FRG B(fl) В (їг) 


Figure 3. Science Mean Scores of Top 1%, Top 5%, Top 9% of an Age-Group and of Overall 


Group 


Source: L. C. Comber and John P. Keeves: Science Education in Nineteen Countries. Stockholm and New 
York: Almqvist & Wiksell and Wiley-Halsted Press, 1973. 


cultivated within a comprehensive educa- 
tional system. Whether or not an élite 
produced in the latter system is worth its 
price is another question. 

In selective systems the high standard of 
the élite is often bought at the price of limit- 
ing opportunities of the mass of the pupils. By 
comparing the distribution of father’s oc- 
cuption at the 14-year-old level with the 
one at the pre-university level, it is possible 
within each country to arrive at an estima- 
tion of the amount of social selection that 
operates between the two levels. An index of 
social disproportion was derived from the 
proportion of pupils with fathers who be- 
longed to the professional and managerial 
category on one hand and the semi-skilled or 
unskilled category on the other. The index 
was unity when the upper and lower strata 


have the same representation at the pre-uni- 
versity level as at the 14-year-old level. The 
index was 1.3 and 2.4 respectively for the 
United States and Sweden, two countries 
with relatively comprehensive and retentive 
systems; whereas it was 7.9 for England and 
as high as 37.7 for the Federal Republic of 
Germany, where the systems are much more 
selective and less retentive. An index of dis- 
similarity between socio-economic strata 
developed by Anderson (1967) gives by and 
large the same results. Table 2 gives the 
percentages for the two contrasted status 
categories. Since the categorization has not 
been consistent over countries, comparisons 
should be made between levels within coun- 
tries. One should notice the low representa- 
tion in England and the Federal Republic of 
Germany of pupils with working class back- 
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ground at the pre-university level. The over- 
all conclusion from the comparisons is that 
the comprehensive system, by its openness, 
lack of selective examinations during the pri- 
mary and initial secondary school period and 
its high retention rate, is a more effective 
strategy in taking care of all the talent of a 
nation. By casting a net as widely as possible 
an attempt is made to "catch" an optimum 
number of fish. A selective system with early 
separation of pupils who are rated to have 
academic potential is destined to produce 
good end products. But this advantage is 
bought at the high price of excluding a 
sizeable number of pupils from lower class 
homes from further education and of 
limiting the opportunities for the great mass 
of pupils to get access to quality education. 
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14. The School as a Mechanism of Social Differentiation 
AARON V. CICOUREL AND JOHN I. KITSUSE 


The standard approach to the study of stu- 
dents who are and are not admitted to col- 
lege begins with examination of the 
characteristics of college-qualified graduates 
to determine how they differ from those of 
nonqualified students. The findings of in- 
vestigations oriented by this approach sug- 
gest that the more "obvious" explanations, 
such as that the college-qualified students 
have higher I.Q. scores, higher grade records, 
greater financial support from their parents, 
etc., than their non-college-qualified peers, 
are inadequate to account for students who 
are qualified but do not get to college. For 
example, a recent volume! reports a finding 
by Stouffer that many students with high 


LQ. scores did not go to college. He reports 
also that of the high I.Q. students who did 
not go to college, many had consistently 
good academic records during their high 
school careers. 

In view of such findings, social scientists 
have increasingly directed their attention to 
“non-intellective” determinants of educa- 
tional, occupational, and general life aspira- 
tions. Among students whose tested capabili- 
ties and course grades are high, the 
determinants of college-going aspirations and 
actual college enrollment have been sought 
in cultural, social, and motivational factors. 
Performance and achievement are conceived 
to be products of ability and motivation 
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when talent is above a minimum level con- 
sidered necessary for success in college. 
Thus, Turner,? using a sample of male col- 
lege students, has investigated the motiva- 
tional significance of the standards of 
reference groups used by future-oriented 
students to evaluate the relative success of 
their own performance. Strodtbeck? has also 
emphasized the social and cultural motiva- 
tional sources of academic achievement in 
his study of Jewish and Italian high school 
students. His findings suggest the motiva- 
tional significance of group differences in 
family interaction, particularly power rela- 
tions in the socialization process and value 
orientations toward achievement. Similarly, 
Parsons,^ Kahl,* and others have underlined 
the importance of social class membership as 
a major determinant of the occupational 
aspirations and achievement of youth. They 
have emphasized class-related differentials in 
the socialization of children and the conse- 
quences of such differences for the attitudes 
of youth toward academic achievement, oc- 
cupational aspirations, and plans for college 
education. 

Hollingshead's study of adolescence in 
Elmtown® presents a somewhat different 
perspective on the relation between social 
class and the social as well as academic status 
of students within the school system. His con- 
cern with the organization of adolescent 
activities among the youth in Elmtown di- 
rected him to investigate the influences of 
social class membership upon clique forma- 
tion and the effects of such cliques upon the 
treatment and evaluation of students by ad- 
ministrative and teaching personnel within 
the school. Since the publication of Hollings- 
head’s book, peer groups and related peer 
cultures and their influences upon the orga- 
nization of adolescent attitudes, activities, 
and achievement have been subjects of socio- 
logical investigation, both theoretical and 
empirical. In his recent study, Coleman® 
specifically examined these influences by in- 
vestigating the normative effects of peer 
group climates upon the relative valuation of 
peer achievement in academic, athletic, and 


social activities among the student 
populations of ten high schools varying in 
size and organization. 

In the following pages we present an 
alternative formulation that conceives of the 
differentiation of students as a consequence 
of the administrative organization and deci- 
sions of personnel in the high school. We 
shall contend that the distribution of stu- 
dents in such categories as college-qualified 
and non-college-qualified is to a large extent 
characteristic of the administrative orga- 
nization of the high school and therefore can 
be explained in terms of that organization. 
We shall be concerned primarily with the 
relation between the administrative organiza- 
tion of the high school and the ways in 
which the students are processed through it. 
More specifically, we wish to investigate how 
the routine decisions of the guidance and 
counseling personnel within the high school 
are related to the college/non-college deci- 
sions and, by implication, to the occupa- 
tional choices made by students. 

Our more general concern with the alloca- 
tion of personnel within the occupational 
structure of the larger society is similar to 
that of Parsons. We view as problematic, 
however, his assumption that the “virtually 
ascribed" college-going expectation among 
the middle- and upper-class segments of the 
population accounts for the higher rate of 
students from those social classes who do in 
fact go to college.” Although he identifies the 
school and prior academic achievement as the 
institutional setting within which the college- 
going expectation is expressed, he does not 
systematically consider how the formal orga- 
nization of the school affects the realization 
of those expectations. In stressing the class- 
ascribed character of the college aspiration, 
he assumes that the organizational proc- 
essing of the aspiration is routine and non- 
problematic. We wish to question this 
assumption in our study. 

Although heightened competition for col- 
lege facilities has stimulated the growth and 
development of colleges throughout the 
nation, it has also given impetus to a policy 
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of restricted enrollment for “quality” educa- 
tion and raised the entrance requirements 
among the “better” colleges to which stu- 
dents of the middle and upper social classes 
aspire. In view of the changing ratios of 
supply and demand in college facilities, it 
should also be noted that the theoretically 
significant distribution of high school seniors 
is not the gross college/non-college di- 
chotomy, but the distribution of students 
according to their admission into colleges 
ranging from those having the highest ap- 
plicant/enrollment ratio and admission re- 
quirements to those accepting any high 
school graduate. Class-ascribed college-going 
expectations might be considered an ade- 
quate explanation of the gross college/non- 
college distribution, but it cannot explain 
how students are distributed among hier- 
archically ranked (prestige) colleges. An 
explanation of such a distribution requires 
an investigation of the ways in which admis- 
sion to various colleges is subject to specifi- 
cally organizational contingencies. 

Assuming that parents have college as- 
pirations, to whatever quality of college, for 
their children, and assuming that their chil- 
dren have internalized those aspirations, 
whether or not such students do in fact 
become eligible for college entrance depends 
upon: (1) the communication by parents 
and/or the student to the school of the stu- 
dent's intention to prepare for college admis- 
sion; (2) the enrollment of the student in 
high school courses that will qualify him for 
college—i.e., courses that will meet college 
entrance requirements; (3) the satisfactory 
completion of such courses; and (4), in 
some instances, the recommendation of high 
school authorities in support of the student's 
college applications, particularly in the case 
of applications to the "better" colleges. 
Organizational decisions and actions that 
affect these preconditions may occur at any 
point in the student's transition through the 
school system and may be quite independent 
of either his or his parents’ aspirations.!! 

In stressing the significance of such orga- 
nizational contingencies for the explanation 
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of college/non-college or “good”/“better”/ 
"best" college distributions of the student 
population, we do not deny that the formal 
organization of the high school progressively 
implements the college and occupational 
goals of the majority of students. Such stu- 
dent goals, however, are processed and 
actualized through a system subject to the 
contingencies of organizational processes. In- 
deed, it is precisely the routine aspects of 
the organizational processing activity that 
are of interest and are revealed by the vari- 
ety of "problems" that attend the move- 
ment of a cohort of students through the 
high school system. . . . 

In order to obtain information concern- 
ing the process of student evaluation as prac- 
ticed by the counseling personnel, we 
systematically questioned the counselor to 
whom the students in our sample were as- 
signed. We were particularly interested in the 
criteria used in categorizing student achieve- 
ment and in how the achievement-type clas- 
sification compares with the "objective" 
measures of student ability (SCAT) and 
performance (grade-point average in the 
freshman year). The materials obtained in our 
interviews with this counselor are presented 
below. 

The counselor's achievement types. When 
we asked the counselor how she would clas- 
sify each of the students in our sample,” 
she employed the following categories 
(which were widely used by the teaching as 
well as the counseling personnel at Lake- 
shore High) of classification: (1) “Excellent 
student," (2) “Average achiever,” (3) 
“Underachiever,” (4) "Overachiever," (5) 
"Opportunity student." Asked what she 
considered the most stable basis for her judg- 
ment of a student, she replied: 

“Probably ability—that’s the most spe- 
cific and measurable.” 

Interviewer: “And how do you determine 
ability?" 

Counselor: *By tests and performance, 
generally." 

If we assume that the counselor’s evalua- 
tion of student performance is to assess the 
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Table 1, Counselor’s Achievement Types by SCAT Scores and Ninth-grade Point Average 
Ninth-grade point average 
Achievement 
types 1.00—1.50 1.75-2.00 2.25-3.00 3.25—4.00 4.25-5.00 N 
Opportunity (06)(10) (01)(02) 9 
student (15) (12)(16) (02)(13) 
Overachiever (42) (27) (16) 3 
Underachiever (68)(68) (17)(39) (10)(39) 
(68) (73)(80)(84) (58)(75)(78) 18 
(87)(90)(96) (80)(93) 
Average (47)64) (27)(32)(35) (15)(20)(20) (28) 
achiever (6475) (39)(50)(64) (35)(42)(42) (39) 33 
(64)(68)(68) (50)(52)(54) 
(68)(68)(73) (15) 
(73)(78)(84) 
(87)(90) 
Excellent (73)(73)(80) (75)(78) 
student (84)(85)(94) (84)(84) (94) (90) 18 
(95)(97) (90)(93) 
(95)(96) 
N 8 14 28 23 9 81% 


"Мо information for 8 cases, 


students’ progress in the courses to which 
they have been assigned, we would expect a 
systematic relationship between the achieve- 
ment-type classification and the distribution 
of SCAT/grade-point discrepancies. In Table 
1 we have included the SCAT scores and 
grade-point averages of each of the students 
classified by the counselor in order to show 
the relation between discrepancies and 
achievement types. An examination of the 
table will show the range of discrepancies 
classified in the five achievement types by 
the counselor. (The range of discrepancies 
for each category of achievement types is 
summarized in Table 2.) For example, the 


“excellent student” category includes 9 stu- 
dents with SCAT scores of 90-95 and with 
grade-point averages ranging from 1.00 to 
3.25. On the other hand, the 2.25—3.00 
grade point column shows that there are 4 
students with SCAT scores of 90-95, but 2 
are classified as “underachievers,” another as 
an “average achiever,” and the fourth as an 
“excellent student.” These classifications аге 
not a strict application of the SCAT/grade- 
point discrepancy criterion. The classifica- 
tion of other students (e.g., the SCAT 
68/1.75-2.00 "underachiever," the SCAT 
17/3.25-4.00 “underachiever,” the SCAT 
47/1.75-2.00 “average achiever,” etc.) pro- 


Table 2. Range of SCAT and Ninth-grade Point Average 
by Counselor’s Classification of Achievement Types 


Achievement types SCAT range — Grade-point range N 
Excellent student 73-97 1.00-3.25 18 
Average achiever 15-90 1.75-4.25 33 
Underachiever 10-96 2.00—4.66 18 
Overachiever 16-42 2.00-3.75 3 
Opportunity student 01-16 3.00-5.00 a 


*No information for 8 cases, 
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vides added evidence that the criterion is not 
consistently applied and does not account 
for the distribution of achievement types. 
The table shows that neither SCAT nor 
grade point alone accounts for the achieve- 
ment-type classifications. 

The inconsistencies revealed in this clas- 
sification of students are of more than 
passing interest, for the achievement types 
are not merely descriptive categories to the 
personnel who use them. The classification 
of students as achievement types in effect 
produces a distribution of students who are 
conceived by the organizational personnel to 
have “problems.” With the exception of stu- 
dents classified, by whatever criteria, as 
“average achiever” and "excellent student,” 
the achievement-type classification identifies 
those students who are performing below 
the level of their ability (*underachiever") 
or above it (*overachiever"), or who are 
lacking in both ability and performance 
(“opportunity student"). In the following 
chapter we shall discuss how these "prob- 
lems" are articulated with the organizational 
activities of counselors at Lakeshore High 
and 19 other high schools. We wish here to 
pursue further the criteria applied in the 
process of evaluating student performance. 

If the more or less “rational criterion” of 
SCAT/grade-point discrepancy does not ac- 
count for the counselor’s achievement-type 
classification of students, what are the bases 
of her judgments? What are the variables 
that might operate to produce the variations 
in the distribution discussed above? Social- 
class characteristics of the student popula- 
tion, commonly found by social researchers 
to influence the evaluations of students by 
school personnel, are variables that deserve 
examination. In our investigation of this pos- 
sibility we were directed by our theoretical 
orientation, which emphasizes the vocabu- 
lary and syntax used by the organizational 
personnel, to obtain the social-class cate- 
gories that the counselor used to differ- 
entiate the student population. 

The counselor's social types. To explore 
the relation between the stratification sys- 
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tem as perceived by the counselor and her 
classification of achievement types, we ques- 
tioned her as follows: 


a: How many social statuses, that is, social- 
class groups, would you say there are here 
at Lakeshore High School? 

b: How would you describe, in general, each 
of the groups you mentioned? 

c: How would you place each of the stu- 
dents named on these cards (handing her 
a set of cards with the names of all the 
students in our sample) into each of the 
groups you mentioned? 


The phrasing of the questions assumes that 
social-status categories are recognized, if not 
employed, by the counselor as one dimen- 
sion of her classification of students. The 
questions, however, allow the counselor to 
interpret “social status, that is, social-class 
groups” in her own terms. We would expect 
the counselor to base her evaluations on the 
same kind of common-sense criteria one 
would expect from persons in the general 
population—i.e., the categories and criteria 
should be characteristically general, vaguely 
defined, and perhaps inconsistently applied. 

When the counselor was asked question а, 
she offered without prompting from the in- 
terviewer a description of each group as she 
identified them. That is, the interviewer 
found it unnecessary to ask question b. The 
counselor’s categories and comments were as 
follows: 


1. First there's the main group—the in- 
group. This is the group that belongs to 
the “Y.” They head this group, they're at 
the forefront of the activities in the 
school, they're the leaders. Most of them 
live in Lakeshore. They belong to the 
Presbyterian Church there, or is it à 
Methodist Church? 


2. Then there's the group just below this 


group. They're trying to attain the 
[main] group. They're sometimes in- 
cluded in the activities of the first group, 
but they don’t really belong. They might 
be the campaign managers for members 
of the first group if they’re running for an 
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office. This group will do almost anything 
to get into the other group. 

3. There’s the other element. These students 
would not at all consider getting into the 
first group. They get into a lot of trouble, 
they have difficulties with their studies. 
Most of the drop-outs are from this 
group—they drop out at 16 or 17. 

4. We can’t deny that there’s a Negro group 
here at Lakeshore. They have their own 
group, their own identification. In some 
instances there are those who cut across 
the line, but they don’t participate in 
their “Y” activities. The “Y” seems to be 
the center of activities, and the “Y” is a 
segregated group. 

5. Then there’s the group that’s left [not 
politically left, but left by subtraction] . 
This is not really a group. They don’t 
have a group of their own. There are 
some strong individualists in this group. 

6. We should make some note of those other 
students who are not in a group. They are 
noteworthy individuals. Because they are 
outstanding they are known to every- 
body. But they don’t belong to any 
group, They’re the kind that might wear 
black leotards or carry a guitar. They’re a 
group, but not a group. They come to our 
attention in some way—they’re outstand- 
ing scholastically, or they’re extremely 
sensitive, [the counselor smiled here, 
which was interpreted to mean that she 
did not want to be more explicit] or 
intelligent. Some of them are referred for 
psychiatric care. [The counselor cited the 
case of a student in our sample who 


would fit this group. She called this group 
“loners.” ] 

7. [The counselor then mentioned another 
group who were “‘like loners” but she said 
they were “rebelling.” This group 
dressed, she said, in extreme fashion.] 
They wear their skirts too short. [In our 
sample, this group consists of four or five 
girls who are described as being tightly 
banded together, but who are not 
thought to have the “nerve” to do any- 
thing as individuals.] They find it diffi- 
cult to fit into things at Lakeshore High. 
Anything typical of teen-agers here is 
ridiculous for them. [The counselor 
stated that the “loner” described in the 
last group might wear leotards or braids 
or carry a guitar even if no one else were 
doing so.] 


The counselor’s response to question а 
indicates that she interpreted "social status, 
that is, social class” to mean different social 
types of students within the stratification 
system of the high school, and we shall refer 
to them hereafter by that term. With the 
exception of Social Types / and 2, and per- 
haps the “Negro group” (Social Type 4), her 
descriptions do not necessarily imply a strict 
hierarchical ranking in the conventional 
terms of social class. The pluralistic classifi- 
cation appears to be based on some com- 
bination of aspiration, rejection, ог 
withdrawal of students from participation in 
school and out-of-school social activities. 


Table 3. Counselor’s Social Types by Counselor’s Classification 


of Achievement Designations 


Achievement types 


Social types Excel, Aver. Under Over Орроғ. N 
7 0 1 0 1 1 3 
6 І! 0 0 0 0 1 
5 0 10 7 1 4 22 
4 0 1 0 0 2 3 
3 0 2 4 0 1 7 
2 4 16 6 1 2 29 
1 12 2 1 0 0 15 
N 17 32 18 3 10 80* 


*No information on 9 cases. 
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In response to question с, the counselor 
classified the students in our sample into the 
categories that she enumerated and de- 
scribed. Table 3 shows the relation between 
her social-type and achievement-type clas- 
sifications of students. Twelve of the 17 
students classified as “excellent students” 
were also classified as Social Type 1. Con- 
versely, all but 3 of the 15 Social Type J 
students were classified as “excellent stu- 
dents.” In none of the remaining categories 
in which the frequencies are large enough to 
warrant consideration (i.e., Social Types 2 
and 5, and the achievement types of “ауег- 
age achiever” and *underachiever") is there 
a suggested relationship which approaches 
that between the "excellent student"—Social 
Type 1 classification. 

It would appear that there is a fusion of 
academic and socialtype criteria in the 
counselor’s classification of the “excellent” 
Social Type J student. Table 4, which 
presents the distribution of social types with 
reference to the students’ SCAT scores and 
grade-point averages, provides a clue to the 
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nature of the academic criteria that may 
have been applied by the counselor in the 
social-type classification. With one exception 
(one student with SCAT of 68), all students 
in Social Type 7 have SCAT scores of 73 or 
higher, but their grade-point averages range 
from 1.00 to 4.00. The classification of the 
94/2.25-3.00 student and the 90/3.25-4.00 
student in Social Type 7 shows that these 
relatively large SCAT/grade-point  dis- 
crepancies (indicating underachievement) 
did not disqualify them from inclusion in 
this category. We note, however, that al- 
though high SCAT appears to be a charac- 
teristic of Social Type Z students, there is an 
equal number of students with scores of 73 
or higher who were classified in other social- 
type categories. 

The characterization of the “excellent” 
Social Type J student that may be made 
from Tables 3 and 4 is that of a student 
whom the counselor considers to be a 
“leader,” who is in the “main group,” and 
who has a relatively high SCAT score even if 
he does not have a high grade-point average. 


Table 4. Counselor’s Social Types by SCAT Scores and Ninth-grade Point Average 


Ninth-grade point average 


Social type 1.00-1.50 1.75-2.00 2.25-3.00 3.25-4.00 4.25-5.00 N 
7 (15) (13) 2 
6 (97) 1 
5 (47) (15)(27) (17)(20) (02)(07) 

(32)(39)(64) (35)(52) (10) 18 
(68)(68)(73) (58) 
(80) 
4 (78) (06)(50) (01) 4 
(10)2) 
(39)(42) (39) 7 
3 (54)(78) 
2 (85) (4264) (27)(35)(50) (1600) (02) 
(6475) — (64)(68)(68) (42)(75) 26 
(90)(93) (84)(84)(87) (93) 
(87)(90)(90) 
(96) 
il (73)(73) (68)(75) (73)(73) (75)(90) 
(8084) (7884) (94) 
(94)(95) (84)(95) 18 
(96) " 
N 8 14 27 21 7 76 


*No information for 13 cases. 
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Table 4 also indicates that neither SCAT nor 
grade-point average separately nor the dis- 
crepancy between them is systematically re- 
lated to the classification of social types. 
Our materials suggest that the counselor’s 
social-type classification does not account 
for the majority of her achievement-type 
classification of students. 

The counselor’s social-class ratings. The 
counselor’s response to question a raised the 
question of whether or not she differen- 
tiated students by social-class categories in 
the conventional sense. If so, would her 
classification of students in those terms 
better account for the achievement types 
than the social types? To obtain this in- 
formation, we explained to the counselor 
that we would like her to classify our stu- 
dent sample into five strata of social classes. 
Using a fivefold classification, we presented 
these strata to her as: Class I, Upper; Class 
Il, Lower Upper; Class III, Upper Middle; 
Class IV, Lower Middle; and Class V, Lower. 
No further criteria for the classification of 
students, except as indicated immediately 
below, were given to the counselor. When 
she was presented with these strata, the 
counselor asked: 


What do you mean by “upper”? In Lake- 
shore that would have to be old-guard 
Lakeshore. There may be some with more 
money, but they wouldn't be old guard. For 
example, the ——— boy's family has lots of 
money, but they don't make it on the old 
guard. 

Interviewer: So, the ——— boy would not be 
placed in the “upper” class if that's true. 


Table 5 shows the social-class distribution 
that resulted from the counselor's classifica- 
tion of students by achievement-type cate- 
gories. It should be noted that although 
the counselor indicated by her remark about 
the *old-guard Lakeshore” that she recog- 
nized the existence of an “upper” class, she 
did not assign any of the students in our 
sample to that social class. As in the case of 
Social Type J, “excellent students" are pre- 
dominantly from one category—all but one 


Table 5. Distribution of Achievement Types 
by Counselor's Social-class Ratings 


Counselor's social- 
class ratings 
Achievement 

types ZU ICT. ЈУ ЈУ N 
Opportunity gue 49 9 
Overachiever 2- Т1 3 
Underachiever 10/6. 5:174. 19 
Average achiever 1243: бо] 31 
Excellent ly d 18 
N 482.21. 13,3 80* 


*No information on 9 cases. 


in Social Class II. The converse relationship, 
however, does not obtain: i.e., only 40 per 
cent (17 out of 42) Class II students are 
classified as “excellent students.” Thus, al- 
though the social-class category adds the 
characteristic of Social Class II to the de- 
scription of the “excellent student,” it does 
no better than the social-type classification 
in suggesting the basis for the over-all dis- 
tribution of achievement types. . . . 


INDIVIDUAL EFFORT AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL SPONSORSHIP 


Our study provides illustrative data that are 
relevant for an examination of Turner's 
analysis of the two educational systems. His 
analysis proceeds on the assumption that 


... within a formally open class system that 
provides for mass education the organizing 
folk norm which defines the accepted mode 
of upward mobility is a crucial factor in 
shaping the school system, and may be even 
more crucial than the extent of upward 


mobility." 


He proposes that the organizing folk norm in 
the United States differs from that in 
England and as a consequence the relation of 
the two systems of education to the proc- 
esses of social mobility are characteristically 
different. The American and British educa- 
tional systems are characterized in the fol- 
lowing ideal typical terms: 
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Contest mobility is a system in which elite 
status is the prize in an open contest and is 
taken by the aspirants’ own efforts. While 
the "contest" is governed by some rules of 
fair play, the contestants have wide latitude 
in the strategies they may employ. Since the 
“prize” of successful upward mobility is not 
in the hands of an established elite to give 
out the latter can not determine who shall 
attain it and who shall not. Under sponsored 
mobility elite recruits are chosen by the es- 
tablished elite or their agents, and elite 
status is given on the basis of some criterion 
of supposed merit and cannot be taken by 
any amount of effort or strategy. Upward 
mobility is like entry into a private club 
where each candidate must be "sponsored" 
by one or more of the members. Ultimately 
the members grant or deny upward mobility 
on the basis of whether they judge the candi- 
date to have those qualities they wish to see 
in fellow members." 


Turner's characterization of the American 
educational system as one that promotes a 
contest among individuals who “have wide 
latitude in the strategies they may employ" 
to facilitate their mobility must be modified 
if our illustrative materials are indicative of a 
trend in American high schools. Our mate- 
rials indicate first of all that in the bureau- 
cratically organized high school the day-to- 
day activities of the school personnel 
effectively control the access of students to 
the limited number of curriculums available, 
particularly their access to the curriculum 
most instrumental for upward mobility, i.e., 
the college preparatory curriculum. Our case 
study suggests that through their control 
over the student's course programs, the 
school personnel may include or exclude stu- 
dents from the “contest” and that the 
“aspirants’ own efforts” are neither the only 
nor the critical determinant of their quali- 
fication as “contestants.” 

This is not to say that the aspirants’ 
efforts are irrelevant to qualifying them for 
the “contest” or advancing their position 
within it, but rather that their efforts are not 
necessarily evaluated, as might be assumed, 
by academic standards alone. If the SCAT 
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scores and grade-point averages of students 
may be considered indicative of their efforts, 
our materials suggest that, in a number of 
cases, students who show such effort may be 
handicapped or even excluded from the 
“contest.” 

It should be noted that the educational 
system in the United States does manifest all 
the formal characteristics that Turner at- 
tributes to contest mobility. There is an 
emphasis upon periodic examinations; 
formalized criteria govern the progress of 
students in the hierarchy of grade levels; 
college entrance requirements are not auto- 
matically achieved by virtue of enrollment in 
high school; and college admission is an out- 
come of a competitive process. Our research, 
however, supports the view that the stu- 
dent’s progress in this sequence of transi- 
tions is contingent upon the interpretations, 
judgments, and action of school personnel 
vis-a-vis the student's biography, social and 
personal “adjustment,” appearance and 
demeanor, social class, and “social type,” as 
well as his demonstrated ability and per- 
formance. In this respect, mobility in the 
highly bureaucratized high school bears à 
striking resemblance to the sponsorship 
found in graduate departments of universi- 
ties, in which judgments about the student's 
maturity, emotional stability, character, and 
personal appearance are often important de- 
terminants of his social mobility. 

Secondly, although Turner assumes that 
the folk norm of contest mobility is 
“present at least implicitly in people’s think- 
ing, guiding their judgments of what is 
appropriate in many specific matters,"!5 the 
degree to which such thinking is articulated 
in the organizational judgments and actions 
of the school personnel must be viewed as 
problematic. This is particularly true in an 
educational system in which school policies 
are increasingly professionalized and bureau- 
cratically implemented. The advances and 
setbacks in the process of mobility in such a 
system are governed less by the folk norms 
of the larger society than by the doctrines 
and practices of a professionalized bureau- 
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cracy. Insofar as the rationalization and 
bureaucratization of procedures imply 
greater “objectivity” in the evaluation of 
performance and distribution of rewards, it 
might be argued that the application of such 
organizational techniques represents an in- 
stitutionalization of the folk norm of con- 
test mobility. Our materials do not support 
such an argument. Examination of how stu- 
dents are assigned to college and non-college 
curriculums, distributed among different 
ability-grouped courses, and identified as 
various “problems” suggests that the pro- 
fessed ideal of equal access to educational 
opportunities for those of equal ability is 
not necessarily served by such procedures. 

Indeed, our materials on the differential 
interpretation of test scores and grade-point 
averages by school personnel, the definitions 
and treatment of student “problems,” and 
the organizational activities directed toward 
facilitating the processing of low perfor- 
mance students toward college entrance indi- 
cate that the patterned deviations from 
bureaucratic procedures amounts to a form 
of sponsorship. The differentiation of stu- 
dents by objective criteria obviously is not 
the rational basis for the allocation of educa- 
tional opportunities, for the bureaucracy 
permits considerable discretion in decision- 
making. The views of professional educators 
concerning "adjustment," “motivation,” 
"realistic goals,” “overachievers,” “participa- 
tion,” and the like are accommodated in the 
bureaucratic setting, and they constitute 
significant qualifications of the folk norm of 
contest mobility. The accommodation of 
such conceptions has created a complicated 
system of organizational sponsorship in 
which discrepancies of ability and perfor- 
mance, aspirations, and realistic possibilities 
are adjusted, modified, or created in some 
instances, ignored in others. Decisions for 
such actions are made by professionals who 
are guided not by folk norms but by explicit 
and implicit educational doctrines and prac- 
tices. 

The organizational sponsorship that oc- 
curs in American schools may not be as 


obvious or as explicitly acknowledged as the 
form of sponsorship that Turner attributes 
to the British schools. It is quite clear that 
even in Hollingshead’s class-conscious Elm- 
town the differential treatment and sponsor- 
ship of students by school personnel were 
covertly practiced. Although the bureau- 
cratic organization of the modern com- 
prehensive high school is undoubtedly less 
vulnerable to the inequities of the social- 
class pressures documented by Hollingshead, 
the distribution of educational opportunities 
is conditioned by decisions and actions that 
effectively accommodate social-class as well 
as other information about students. 

The rationalization of the school system 
through the incorporation of the concepts 
and methods of psychiatry, psychology, and 
the social sciences has legitimized the rele- 
vance of personal and social factors for the 
interpretation of the “objective” measures of 
the student’s ability and performance. Such 
factors are explicitly acknowledged as educa- 
tionally relevant and incorporated into a 
complex system of organizational policies 
and procedures. Thus, although testing 
procedures are extensively employed and 
course grades are routinely reviewed, the 
information they provide are in some in- 
stances the sole basis for organizational de- 
cisions, but in other instances their sig- 
nificance is qualified by considerations of 
personal and social factors. In such a system, 
a student’s mobility may be more than in- 
cidentally contingent upon the sponsorship 
of organizational personnel who certify him 
to be a “serious, personable, well-rounded 
student with leadership potential.” 

In presenting these objections to Turner’s 
thesis we stress once again the importance of 
investigating the processes of social mobility 
at the level of the day-to-day organizational 
activities in which often unstated rules of 
mobility are defined and the direction and 
rate of progress through the system are con- 
trolled. Insofar as contest and sponsored 
mobility are characterizations of organiza- 
tions, investigation should be directed to the 
organizationally defined activities of school 


292 


personnel as well as to the characteristics of 
individuals who are upwardly or down- 
wardly mobile. One of the critical problems 
we face in theorizing about comparative dif- 
ferences in the organization and control of 
social mobility is that the studies utilizing 
the techniques of large scale survey research 
are not articulated with the more focused 
organizational analyses. Generalizing from 
the findings of either the survey studies, 
which do not provide data concerning the 
organizational processes of mobility, or of 
the limited organizational studies, which 
cannot claim to be representative or to pro- 
duce data on a large enough sample, is 
hazardous. 
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15. On Understanding the Processes of Schooling: 
The Contributions of Labeling Theory 


There have been few debates within Ameri- 
can education which have been argued with 
such passion and intensity as that of positing 
causal explanations of success or failure in 
schools. One explanation which has had 
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considerable support in the past few years, 
particularly since the publication of Py£- 
malion in the Classroom by Rosenthal and 
Jacobson (1968), has been that of the “self 
fulfilling prophecy." Numerous studies have 
appeared seeking to explicate the mecha- 
nisms by which the teacher comes to hold 
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certain expectations of the students and how 
these are then operationalized within the 
classroom so as to produce what the teacher 
had initially assumed. The origins of teacher 
expectations have been attributed to such 
diverse variables as social class, physical ap- 
pearance, contrived test scores, sex, race, 
language patterns, and school records. But in 
the flurry of recent research endeavors, there 
has emerged a hiatus between this growing 
body of data and any larger theoretical 
framework. The concept of the self-fulfilling 
prophecy has remained simply that—a con- 
cept. The lack of a broader conceptual 
scheme has meant that research in this area 
has become theoretically stymied. Conse- 
quently, there has evolved instead a growing 
concern over the refinement of minute 
methodological nuances. 

The thrust of this paper is to argue that 
there is a theoretical perspective developing 
in the social sciences which can break the 
conceptual and methodological logjam build- 
ing up on the self-fulfilling prophecy. Speci- 
fically, the emergence of labeling theory as 
an explanatory framework for the study of 
social deviance appears to be applicable to 
the study of education as well. Among the 
major contributions to the development of 
labeling theory are Becker, 1963, 1964; 
Broadhead, 1974; Lemert, 1951, 1972, 
1974; Douglas, 1971, 1972; Kitsuse, 1964; 
Lofland, 1969; Matza, 1964, 1969; Scheff, 
1966; Schur, 1971; Scott and Douglas, 
1972; and Rubington and Weinberg, 1973. 

If the labeling perspective can be shown 
to be a legitimate framework from which to 
analyze social processes influencing the 
educational experience and the contribu- 
tions of such processes to success or failure 
in school, there would then be a viable inter- 
actionist perspective to counter both 
biological and cultural determinists’ theories 
of educational outcomes. While the latter 
two positions both place ultimate causality 
for success or failure outside the school, the 
labeling approach allows for an examination 
of what, in fact, is happening within schools. 
Thus, labeling theory would call our atten- 


tion, for example, to the various evaluative 
mechanisms (both formal and informal) 
operant in schools, the ways in which 
schools nurture and support such mecha- 
nisms, how students react, what the out- 
comes are for interpersonal interaction based 
on how these mechanisms have evaluated 
individual students, and how, over time, the 
consequences of having a certain evaluative 
tag influence the options available to a stu- 
dent within a school. What follows first is a 
summary of a number of the key aspects of 
labeling theory as it has been most fully 
developed in the sociological literature; 
second is an attempt to integrate the re- 
search on the self-fulfilling prophecy with 
the conceptual framework of labeling 
theory. Finally, the implications of this syn- 
thesis are explored for both future research 
and theoretical development. 


1. BECOMING DEVIANT: THE LABELING 
PERSPECTIVE 


Those who have used labeling theory have 
been concerned with the study of why 
people are labeled, and who it is that labels 
them as someone who has committed one 
form or another of deviant behavior. In 
sharp contrast to the predominant ар- 
proaches for the study of deviance, there is 
little concern in labeling theory with the 
motivational and characterological nature of 
the person who committed the act. 

Deviance is understood, not аза quality of 
the person or as created by his actions, but 
instead as created by group definitions and 
reactions. It is a social judgment imposed by 
a social audience. As Becker (1963:9) has 
argued: 


The central fact of deviance is that it is 
created by society. I do not mean this in the 
way it is ordinarily understood, in which the 
causes of deviance are located in the social 
situation of the deviant, or the social factors, 
which prompted his action. I mean, rather, 
that social groups create deviants by making 
the rules whose infraction constitute devi- 
ance, and by applying those rules to particu- 
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lar people and labeling them as outsiders. 
From this point of view, deviance is not the 
quality of the act the person commits, but 
rather a consequence of the application by 
others of rules and sanctions to an “of- 
fender.” The deviant is one to whom the 
label has been successfully applied. Deviant 
behavior is behavior that people so label. 
(emphasis added) 


The labeling approach is insistent on the 

need for a shift in attention from an exclu- 
sive concern with the deviant individual to a 
major concern with the process by which the 
deviant label is applied. Again citing Becker 
(1964:2): 
The labeling approach sees deviance always 
and everywhere as a process and interaction 
between at least two kinds of people: those 
who commit (or who are said to have com- 
mitted) a deviant act, and the rest of the 
society, perhaps divided into several groups 
itself....One consequence is that we be- 
come much more interested in the process 
by which deviants are defined by the rest of 
the society, than in the nature of the deviant 
act itself. 


The important questions, then, for 
Becker and others, are not of the genre to 
include, for example: Why do some individ- 
uals come to act out norm-violating be- 
havior? Rather, the questions are of the 
following sort: Who applied the deviant label 
to whom? Whose rules shall prevail and be 
enforced? Under what circumstances is the 
deviant label successfully and unsuccessfully 
applied? How does a community decide 
what forms of conduct should be singled out 
for this kind of attention? What forms of 
behavior do persons in the social system 
consider deviant, how do they interpret such 
behavior, and what are the consequences of 
these interpretations for their reactions to 
individuals who are seen as manifesting such 
behavior? (See Akers, 1973.) 

The labeling perspective rejects any as- 
sumption that a clear consensus exists as to 
what constitutes a norm violation—or for 
that matter, what constitutes a norm—within 
a complex and highly heterogeneous society. 
What comes to be determined as deviance 
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and who comes to be determined as a de- 
viant is the result of a variety of social con- 
tingencies influenced by who has the power 
to enforce such determinations. Deviance is 
thus problematic and subjectively given. The 
case for making the societal reaction to rule- 
breaking a major independent variable in 
studies of deviant behavior has been suc- 
cinctly stated by Kitsuse (1964:101): 


A sociological theory of deviance must focus 
specifically upon the interactions which not 
only define behaviors as deviant, but also 
organize and activate the application of sanc- 
tions by individuals, groups, or agencies. For 
in modern society, the socially significant 
differentiation of deviants from the nonde- 
viant population is increasingly contingent 
upon circumstances of situation, place, 
social and personal biography, and the 
bureaucratically organized activities of 
agencies of social control. 


Traditional notions of who is a deviant 
and what are the causes for such deviance 
are necessarily reworked. By emphasizing 
the processual nature of deviance, any раг- 
ticular deviant is seen to be a product of 
being caught, defined, segregated, labeled, 
and stigmatized. This is one of the major 
thrusts of the labeling perspective—that 
forces of social control often produce the 
unintended consequence of making some 
persons defined as deviant even more con- 
firmed as deviant because of the stigmatiza- 
tion of labeling. Thus, social reactions to 
deviance further deviant careers. Erikson 
(1966) has even gone so far as to argue that 
a society will strive to maintain a certain 
level of deviance within itself as deviance is 
functional to clarifying group boundaries, 
providing scapegoats, creating out-groups 
who can be the source of furthering in-group 
solidarity, and the like. 

The idea that social control may have the 
paradoxical effect of generating more of the 
very behavior it is designed to eradicate was 
first elaborated upon by Tannenbaum. He 
noted (1938:21): 


The first dramatization of the “evil” which 
separates the child out of his group ... plays 
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a greater role in making the criminal than 
perhaps any other experience....He now 
lives in a different world. He has been 
tagged. ... The person becomes the thing he 
is described as being. 


Likewise, Schur (1965:4) writes: 


The societal reaction to the deviant, then, is 
vital to an understanding of the deviance 
itself and a major element in—if not the 
cause of—the deviant behavior. 


The focus on outcomes of social control 
mechanisms has led labeling theorists to 
devote considerable attention to the work- 
ings of organizations and agencies which 
function ostensibly to rehabilitate the vio- 
lator or in other ways draw him back into 
conformity, Their critiques of prisons, 
mental hospitals, training schools, and other 
people-changing institutions suggest that the 
results of such institutions are frequently 
nearly the opposite of what they were 
theoretically designed to produce. These 
institutions are seen as mechanisms by which 
opportunities to withdraw from deviance are 
sealed off from the deviant, stigmatization 
occurs, and a new identity as a social “out- 
sider” is generated. There thus emerges on 
the part of the person so labeled a new view 
of himself which is one of being irrevocably 
deviant. 


This movement from one who has vio- 
lated a norm to one who sees himself as a 
habitual norm violator is what Lemert 
(1972:62) terms the transition from a pri- 
mary to a secondary deviant. A primary de- 
viant is one who holds to socially accepted 
roles, views himself as a nondeviant, and 
believes himself to be an insider. A primary 
deviant does not deny that he has violated 
some norm, and claims only that it is not 
characteristic of him as a person. A second- 
ary deviant, on the other hand, is one who 
has reorganized his social-psychological 
characteristics around the deviant role. 
Lemert (1972:62) writes: 


Secondary deviation refers to a special class 
of socially defined responses which people 


make to problems created by the societal 
reaction to their deviance. These problems 
...become central facts of existence for 
those experiencing them. ... Actions, which 
have these roles and self-attitudes as their 
referents make up secondary deviance. The 
secondary deviant...is a person whose life 
and identity are organized around the facts 
of deviance. 


A person can commit repeated acts of 
primary deviation and never come to view 
himself or have others come to view him as a 
secondary deviant. Secondary deviation 
arises from the feedback whereby miscon- 
duct or deviation initiates social reaction to 
the behavior which then triggers further mis- 
conduct. Lemert (1951:77) first described 
this process as follows: 


The sequence of interaction leading to 
secondary deviation is roughly as follows: 1) 
primary deviation; 2) societal penalties; 3) 
further primary deviation; 4) stronger 
penalties and rejections; 5) further devia- 
tions, perhaps with hostilities and resent- 
ments beginning to focus upon those doing 
the penalizing; 6) crisis reached in the tol- 
erance quotient, expressed in formal action 
by the community stigmatizing of the de- 
viant; 7) strengthening of the deviant con- 
duct as a reaction to the stigmatizing and 
penalties; and 8) ultimate acceptance of de- 
viant social status and efforts at adjustment 
on the basis of the associated role. 


Thus, when persons engage in deviant 
behavior they would not otherwise partici- 
pate in and when they develop social roles 
they would not have developed save for the 
application of social control measures, the 
outcome is the emergence of secondary devi- 
ance. The fact of having been apprehended 
and labeled is the critical element in the 
subsequent construction of a deviant 
identity and pursuit of a deviant career. 


II. THE ORIGINS OF LABELING: 
TEACHER EXPECTATIONS 


Labeling theory has significantly enhanced 
our understanding of the process of be- 
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coming deviant by shifting our attention 
from the deviant to the judges of deviance 
and the forces that affect their judgment. 
Such judgments are critical, for a recurrent 
decision made in all societies, and particu- 
larly frequent in advanced industrial soci- 
eties, is that an individual has or has not 
mastered some body of information, or per- 
haps more basically, has or has not the capa- 
city to master that information. These 
evaluations are made periodically as one 
moves through the institution of school and 
the consequences directly affect the op- 
portunities to remain for an additional 
period. To be able to remain provides an 
option for mastering yet another body of 
information, and to be certified as having 
done so. As Ivan Illich (1971) has noted, it is 
in industrial societies that being perceived as 
a legitimate judge of such mastery has be- 
come restricted to those who carry the oc- 
cupational role of "teacher." А major 
consequence of the professionalization of 
the role of teacher has been the ability to 
claim as a near exclusive decision whether 
mastery of material has occurred. Such ex- 
clusionary decision-making enhances those 
in the role of “teacher” as they alone come 
to possess the authority to provide certifica- 
tion for credentials (Edgar, 1974). 

Labeling theorists report that in making 
judgments of deviance, persons may employ 
information drawn from a variety of sources. 
Further, even persons within the same profes- 
sion (therapists, for example) may make 
divergent use of the same material in arriving 
at an evaluative decision on the behavior of 
an individual. Among the sources of infor- 
mation available to labelers, two appear pri- 
mary: first-hand information obtained from 
face-to-face interaction with the person they 
may ultimately label, and second-hand in- 
formation obtained from other than direct 
interaction. 

The corollary here to the activities of 
teachers should be apparent. Oftentimes, the 
evaluation by teachers (which may lead to 
the label of “bright,” “slow,” etc.) is based 
on first-hand information gained through 
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face-to-face interaction during the course of 
the time the teacher and student spent to- 
gether in the classroom. But a goodly 
amount of information about the student 
which informs the teacher’s evaluation is 
second-hand information. For instance, com- 
ments from other teachers, test scores, prior 
report cards, permanent records, meetings 
with the parents, or evaluations from welfare 
agencies and psychological clinics are all 
potential informational sources. In a varia- 
tion of the division between first-hand and 
second-hand sources of information, John- 
son (1973) has suggested that there are three 
key determinants of teacher evaluations: stu- 
dent’s prior performance, social status char- 
acteristics, and present performance. Prior 
performance would include information 
from cumulative records (grades, test scores, 
notes from past teachers or counselors, and 
outside evaluators) while social status and 
performance would be inferred and observed 
in the on-going context of the classroom. 
What has been particularly captivating 
about the work of Rosenthal and Jacobson 
(1968) in this regard is their attempt to 
provide empirical justification for a truism 
considered self-evident by many in educa- 
tion: School achievement is not simply а 
matter of a child's native ability, but in- 
volves directly and inextricably the teacher 
as well. Described succinctly, their research 
involved a situation where, at the end of a 
school year, more than 500 students ina 
single elementary school were administered 
the “Harvard Test of Inflected Acquisition. 
In actuality this test was a standardized, 
relatively nonverbal test of intelligence, 
Flanagan’s (1960) Test of General Ability 
(TOGA). The teachers were told that such a 
test would, with high predictive reliability, 
sort out those students who gave strong 1n- 
dication of being intellectual “spurters” Of 
“bloomers” during the following academic 
year. Just before the beginning of school the 
following fall, the teachers were given lists 
with the names of between one and nine of 
their students. They were told that these 
students scored in the top twenty percent of 
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the school on the test, though, of course, no 
factual basis for such determinations existed. 
A twenty percent subsample of the “special” 
students was selected for intensive analysis. 
Testing of the students at the end of the 
school year offered some evidence that these 
selected children did perform better than the 
nonselected. The ensuing debate as to the 
validity and implications of the findings 
from the study will be discussed in the next 
section. 

The findings of Deutsch, Fishman, 
Kogan, North, and Whiteman (1964); Gib- 
son (1965); Goslin and Glass (1967); Mc- 
Pherson (1966); and Pequignot (1966) all 
demonstrate the influence of standardized 
tests of intelligence and achievement on 
teacher’s expectations. Goaldman (1971), in 
a review of the literature on the use of tests 
as a second-hand source of information for 
teachers, noted: “Although some of the re- 
search has been challenged, there is a basis 
for the belief that teachers at all levels are 
prejudiced by information they receive 
about a student's ability or character.” 
Mehan (1971, 1974) has been concerned 
with the interaction between children who 
take tests and the teachers who administer 
them. He posits that testing is not the objec- 
tive use of a measurement instrument, but 
the outcome of a set of interactional activi- 
ties which are influenced by a variety of 
contingencies which ultimately manifest 
themselves in a reified “test score.” Mehan 
suggests (1971): 


Standardized test performances are taken as 
an unquestioned, non-problematic reflection 
of the child’s underlying ability. The au- 
thority of the test to measure the child’s real 
ability is accepted by both teachers and 
other school officials. Test results are ac- 
cepted without doubt as the correct and 
valid document of the child’s ability. 


Characteristics of children such as sex and 
Tace are immediately apparent to teachers. 
Likewise, indications of status can be 
quickly inferred from grooming, style of 
dress, need for free lunches, information on 


enrollment cards, discussion of family activi- 
ties by children, and visits to the school by 
parents. One intriguing study recently re- 
ported in this area is that by two soci- 
ologists, Clifford and Walster (1973:249). 
The substance of their study was described 
as follows: 


Our experiment was designed to determine 
what effect a student's physical attractive- 
ness has on a teacher's expectations of the 
child's intellectual and social behavior. Our 
hypothesis was that a child's attractiveness 
strongly influences his teachers' judgments; 
the more attractive the child, the more 
biased in his favor we expect the teachers to 
be. The design required to test this hypoth- 
esis is a simple one: Teachers are given a 
standardized report card and an attached 
photograph. The report card includes an 
assessment of the child's academic perfor- 
mance as well as of his general social behav- 
ior. The attractiveness of the photos is 
experimentally varied. On the basis of this 
information, teachers are asked to state their 
expectations of the child’s educational and 
social potential. 


Based on the responses of 404 fifth grade 
teachers within the state of Missouri, Clif- 
ford and Walster concluded (1973:255): 


There is little question but that the physical 
appearance of a student affected the expec- 
tations of the teachers we studied. Regard- 
less of whether the pupil is a boy or girl, the 
child’s physical attractiveness has an equally 
strong association with his teacher’s reac- 
tions to him. 


The variables of race and ethnicity have 
been documented, by Brown (1968), David- 
son and Lang (1960), Jackson and Cosca 
(1974), and Rubovits and Maehr (1973), 
among others, as powerful factors in gener- 
ating the expectations teachers hold of 
children. It has also been documented that 
teachers expect less of lower-class children 
than they do of middle-class children (cf. 
Becker, 1952; Deutsch, 1963; Leacock, 
1969; Rist, 1970, 1973; Stein, 1971; 
Warner, Havighurst, and Loeb, 1944; and 
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Wilson, 1963). Douglas (1964), in a large 
scale study of the tracking system used in 
British schools, found that children who 
were clean and neatly dressed in nice 
clothing, and who came from what the 
teachers perceived as “better” homes, 
tended to be placed in higher tracks than 
their measured ability would predict. Fur- 
ther, when placed there they tended to stay 
and perform acceptably. Mackler (1969) 
studied schools in Harlem and found that 
children tended to stay in the tracks in 
which they were initially placed and that 
such placement was based on a variety of 
social considerations independent of mea- 
sured ability. Doyle, Hancock, and Kifer 
(1971) and Palardy (1969) have shown 
teacher expectations for high performance in 
elementary grades to be stronger for girls 
than boys. 

The on-going academic and interpersonal 
performance of the children may also serve 
as a potent source of expectations for 
teachers. Rowe (1969) found that teachers 
would wait longer for an answer from a 
student they believed to be a high achiever 
than for one from a student they believed to 
be a low achiever. Brophy and Good (1970) 
found that teachers were more likely to give 
perceived high achieving students a second 
chance to respond to an initial incorrect 
answer, and further, that high achievers were 
praised more frequently for success and criti- 
cized less for failure. 

There is evidence that the expectations 
teachers hold for their students can be gener- 
ated as early as the first few days of the 
school year and then remain stable over the 
months to follow (Rist, 1970, 1972, 1973; 
Willis, 1972). For example, I found during 
my three-year longitudinal and ethnographic 
study of a single, de facto segregated elemen- 
tary school in the black community of St. 
Louis, that after only eight days of kinder- 
garten, the teacher made permanent seating 
arrangements based on what she assumed 
were variations in academic capability. But 
no formal evaluation of the children had 
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taken place. Instead, the assignments to the 
three tables were based on a number of 
socio-economic criteria as well as on early 
interaction patterns in the classroom. Thus, 
the placement of the children came to re- 
flect the social class distinctions in the 
room—the poor children from public welfare 
families all sat at one table, the working class 
children sat at another and the middle class 
at the third. I demonstrated how the teacher 
operationalized her expectations of these 
different groups of children in terms of her 
differentials of teaching time, her use of 
praise and control, and the extent of auton- 
omy within the classroom. By following the 
same children through first and second grade 
as well, I was able to show that the initial 
patterns established by the kindergarten 
teacher came to be perpetuated year after 
year. By second grade, labels given by 
another teacher clearly reflected the reality 
each of the three groups experienced in 
the school. The top group was called the 
“Tigers,” the middle group the “Cardinals,” 
and the lowest group, the “Clowns.” What 
had begun as a subjective evaluation and 
labeling by the teacher took on objective 
dimensions as the school proceeded to 
process the children on the basis of the dis- 
tinctions made when they first began. 

Taken together, these studies strongly 
imply that the notion of “teacher expecta- 
tions? is multi-faceted and multi-dimen- 
sional. It appears that when teachers 
generate expectations about their students, 
they do so not only for reasons of academic 
or cognitive performance, but for their class- 
room interactional patterns as well. Further- 
more, not only ascribed characteristics such 
as race, sex, class, or ethnicity are highly 
salient, interpersonal traits are also. Thus, 
the interrelatedness of the various attributes 
which ultimately blend together to generate 
the evaluation a teacher makes as to what 
can be expected from a particular student 
suggests the strength and tenacity of such 
subsequent labels as “bright” or “slow” or 
“trouble-maker” or "teacher's little helper. 
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It is to the outcomes of the student’s having 
one or another of these labels that we now 
turn. 


IIl. AN OUTCOME OF LABELING: THE 
SELF-FULFILLING PROPHECY 


W. 1. Thomas, many years ago, set forth 
what has become a basic dictum of the social 
sciences when he observed, “If men define 
situations as real, they are real in their conse- 
quences.” This is at the core of the self- 
fulfilling prophecy. An expectation which 
defines a situation comes to influence the 
actual behavior within the situation so as to 
produce what was initially assumed to be 
there. Merton (1968:477) has elaborated on 
this concept and noted: “The self-fulfilling 
prophecy is, in the beginning, a false defini- 
tion of the situation evoking a new behavior 
which makes the originally false conception 
come true.” (emphasis in the original) 

Here it is important to recall a basic tenet 
of labeling theory—that an individual does 
not become deviant simply by the commis- 
sion of some act. As Becker (1963) stressed, 
deviance is not inherent in behavior per se, 
but in the application by others of rules and 
sanctions against one perceived as being an 
“offender.” Thus, the only time one can 
accurately be termed a “deviant” is after the 
successful application of a label by a social 
audience. Thus, though many persons may 
commit norm violations, only select ones are 
subsequently labeled. The contingencies of 
race, class, sex, visibility of behavior, age, 
occupation, and who one’s friends are all 
influence the outcome as to whether one is 
or is not labeled. Scheff (1966), for ex- 
ample, demonstrated the impact of these 
contingencies upon the diagnosis as to the 
severity of a patient’s mental illness. The 
higher one’s social status, the less the willing- 
ness to diagnose the same behavioral traits as 
indicative of serious illness in comparison to 
the diagnosis given to low status persons. 

The crux of the labeling perspective lies 
not in whether one’s norm violating behavior 


is known, but in whether others decide to do 
something about it. Further, if a label is 
applied to the individual, it is posited that 
this in fact causes the individual to become 
that which he is labeled as being. Due to the 
reaction of society, the change in the indi- 
vidual involves the development of a new 
socialized self-concept and social career cen- 
tered around the deviant behavior. As 
Rubington and Weinberg (1973:7) have 
written: 


The person who has been typed, in turn, 
becomes aware of the new definition that 
has been placed upon him by members of his 
groups. He, too, takes this new understand- 
ing of himself into account when dealing 
with them.... When this happens, a social 
type has been ratified, and a person has been 
socially reconstructed. 


As noted, Rosenthal and Jacobson’s 
Pygmalion in the Classroom (1968) created 
wide interest in the notion of the self-fulfill- 
ing prophecy as a concept to explain differ- 
ential performance by children іп 
classrooms. Their findings suggested that the 
expectations teachers created about the 
children randomly selected as "intellectual 
bloomers" somehow caused the teachers to 
treat them differently, with the result that 
the children really did perform better by the 
end of the year. Though the critics of this 
particular research (Snow, 1969; Taylor, 
1970; Thorndike, 1968, 1969) and those 
who have been unsuccessful in replicating 
the findings (Claiborn, 1969) have leveled 
strong challenges to Rosenthal and Jacob- 
son, the disagreements are typically related 
to methodology, procedure, and analysis 
rather than to the proposition that relations 
exist between expectations and behavior. 

The current status of the debate and the 
evidence accumulated in relation to it imply 
that teacher expectations are sometimes 
self-fulfilling. The early and, I think, over- 
enthusiastic accounts of Rosenthal and 
Jacobson have obscured the issue. The gist 
of such accounts have left the impression, as 
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Good and Brophy (1973:73) have noted, 
that the mere existence of an expectation 
will automatically guarantee its fulfillment. 
Rather, as they suggest: 


The fact that teachers’ expectations can be 
self-fulfilling is simply a special case of the 
principle that any expectations can be self- 
fulfilling. This process is not confined to 
classrooms. Although it is not true that 
“wishing can make it so,” our expectations 
do affect the way we behave in situations, 
and the way we behave affects how other 
people respond. In some instances, our 
expectations about people cause us to treat 
them in a way that makes them respond just 
as we expect they would. 


Such a position would be borne out by 
social psychologists who have demonstrated 
that an individual’s first impressions of 
another person do influence subsequent 
interactions (Dailey, 1952; Newcomb, 1947) 
and that one’s self-expectations influence 
one’s subsequent behavior (Aronson and 
Carlsmith, 1962; Brock and Edelman, 1965; 
and Zajonc and Brinkman, 1969). 

The  conditionality of expectations 
related to their fulfillment is strongly 
emphasized by labeling theorists as well. 
Their emphasis upon the influence of social 
contingencies on whether one is labeled, 
how strong the label, and if it can be made 
to stick at all, points to a recognition that 
there is a social process involved where indi- 
viduals are negotiating, rejecting, accepting, 
modifying, and reinterpreting the attempts 
at labeling. Such interaction is apparent in 
the eight stages of the development of 
secondary deviance outlined above by Lemert. 
Likewise, Erikson (1964:17), in his com- 
ments on the act of labeling as a rite of 
passage from one side of the group boundary 
to the other, has noted: 


The common assumption that deviants are 
not often cured or reformed, then, may be 
based on a faulty premise, but this assump- 
tion is stated so frequently and with such 
conviction that it often creates the facts 
which later *prove" it to be correct. If the 
returning deviant has to face the commu- 
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nity's apprehensions often enough, it is 
understandable that he, too, may begin to 
wonder whether he has graduated from the 
deviant role—and so respond to the uncer- 
tainty by resuming deviant activity. In some 
respects, this may be the only way for the 
individual and his community to agree as to 
what kind of person he really is, for it often 
happens that the community is only able to 
perceive his “true colors” when he lapses 
momentarily into some form of deviant per- 
formance. (emphasis added) 


Explicit in Erikson’s quote is the fact of 
the individual’s being in interaction with the 
“community” to achieve some sort of agree- 
ment on what the person is "really" like. 
Though Erikson did not, in this instance, 
elaborate upon what he meant by “commu- 
nity," it can be inferred from elsewhere in 
his work that he sees "community" as 
manifesting itself in the institutions persons 
create in order to help organize and struc- 
ture their lives. Such a perspective is clearly 
within the framework of labeling theory, 
where a major emphasis has been placed 
upon the role of institutions in sorting, label- 
ing, tracking, and channeling persons along 
various routes depending upon the assess- 
ment the institution has made of the individ- 
ual. 

One pertinent example of the manner in 
which labeling theory has been applied to 
the study of social institutions and their 
impact upon participants has been in an 
analysis of the relation of schooling to juve- 
nile delinquency. There have been several 
works which suggest as a major line of argu- 
ment that schools, through and because of 
the manner in which they label students, 
serve as a chief instrument in the creation of 
delinquency (Hirschi, 1969; Noblit and Polk, 
1975; Polk, 1969; Polk and Schafer, 1972; 
Schafer and Olexa, 1971). For example, 
Noblit and Polk (1975:3) have noted: 


In as much as the school is the primary 
institution in the adolescent experience—one 
that promises not only the future status 
available to the adolescent, but also that 
gives or denies status in adolescence itself—it 
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can be expected that its definitions are of 
particular significance for the actions of 
youth, That is, the student who has been 
sorted from success via the school has little 
reason to conform to the often arbitrary and 
paternalistic regulations and rules of the 
school. In a very real sense, this student has 
no “rational constraints” against deviance. It 
is through the sorting mechanisms of the 
school, which are demanded by institutions 
of higher education and the world of work, 
that youth are labeled and thus sorted into 
the situation where deviant behavior 
threatens little while providing some alterna- 
tive forms of status. 


It is well to reiterate the point—interac- 
tion implies behavior and choices being 
made by both parties. The person facing the 
prospect of receiving a new label imputing a 
systemic change in the definition of his self- 
hood may respond in any of a myriad 
number of ways to this situation. Likewise, 
the institutional definition of the person is 
neither finalized nor solidified until the end 
of the negotiation as to what precisely that 
label should be. But, in the context of a 
single student facing the authority and 
vested interests of a school administration 
and staff, the most likely outcome is that 
over time, the student will increasingly move 
towards conformity with the label the insti- 
tution seeks to establish. Good and Brophy 
(1973:75) have elaborated upon this process 
within the classroom as follows: 


1. The teacher expects specific behavior 
and achievement from particular students. 

2. Because of these different expecta- 
tions, the teacher behaves differently toward 
the different students. 

3. This teacher treatment tells each stu- 
dent what behavior and achievement the 
teacher expects from him and affects his 
Self-concept, achievement motivation, and 
level of aspiration. 

4. If this teacher treatment is consistent 
over time, and if the student does not 
actively resist or change it in some way, it 
will tend to shape his achievement and 
behavior. High-expectation students will be 
led to achieve at high levels, while the 


achievement of low-expectations students 
will decline. 

5. With time, the student's achievement 
and behavior will conform more and more 
closely to that originally expected of him. 


The fourth point in this sequence makes 
the crucial observation that teacher expecta- 
tions are not automatically self-fulfilling. 
For the expectations of the teacher to be- 
come realized, both the teacher and the 
student must move towards a pattern of 
interaction where expectations are clearly 
communicated and the behavioral response 
is consonant with the expected patterns. But 
as Good and Brophy (1973:75) also note: 


This does not always happen. The teacher 
may not have clear-cut expectations about 
a particular student, or his expectations may 
continually change. Even when he has con- 
sistent expectations, he may not necessarily 
communicate them to the student through 
consistent behavior. In this case, the expec- 
tation would not be self-fulfilling even if it 
turned out to be correct. Finally, the stu- 
dent himself might prevent expectations 
from becoming self-fulfilling by overcoming 
them or by resisting them in a way that 
makes the teacher change them. 


Yet, the critique of American education 
offered by such scholars as Henry (1963), 
Katz (1971), Goodman (1964), or Reimer 
(1971), suggests the struggle is unequal 
between the teacher (and the institution a 
teacher represents) and the student. The 
vulnerability of children to the dictates of 
adults in positions of power over them leaves 
the negotiations as to what evaluative defini- 
tion will be tagged on the children more 
often than not in the hands of the powerful. 
As Max Weber himself stated, to have power 
is to be able to achieve one's ends, even in 
the face of resistance from others. When that 
resistance is manifested in school by children 
and is defined by teachers and adminis- 
trators as truancy, recalcitance, unruliness, 
and hostility, or conversely defined as a lack 
of motivation, intellectual apathy, sullen- 
ness, passivity, or withdrawal, the process is 
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ready to be repeated and the options to 
escape further teacher definitions are in- 
creasingly removed. 


POSTSCRIPT: BEYOND THE LOGJAM 


This paper has argued that a fruitful con- 
vergence can be effected between the 
research being conducted on the self-fulfill- 
ing prophecy as a consequence of teacher 
expectations and the conceptual framework 
of labeling theory. The analysis of the out- 
comes of teacher expectations produces 
results highly similar to those found in the 
study of social deviance. Labels are applied 
to individuals which fundamentally shift 
their definitions of self and which further 
reinforce the behavior which had initially 
prompted the social reaction. The impact of 
the self-fulfilling prophecy in educational 
research is comparable to that found in the 
analysis of mental health clinics, asylums, 
prisons, juvenile homes, and other people- 
changing organizations. What the labeling 
perspective can provide to the study of 
educational outcomes as a result of the 
operationalization of teacher expectations is 
a model for the study of the processes by 
which the outcomes are produced. The 
detailing over time of the interactional pat- 
terns which lead to changes in self-definition 
and behavior within classrooms is sadly lack- 
ing in almost all of the expectation research 
-to date. A most glaring example of this omis- 
sion is the study by Rosenthal and Jacobson 
themselves. Their conclusions are based 
only on the analysis of a pre- and post-test. 
To posit that teacher expectations were the 
causal variable that produced changes in 
student performances was a leap from the 
data to speculation. They could offer only 
suggestions as to how the measured changes 
in the children’s performance came about, 
since they were not in the classrooms to 
observe how assumed teacher attitudes were 
translated into subsequent actual student 
behavior. 

To extend the research on the educa- 
tional experiences of those students who are 
differentially labeled by teachers, what is 
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needed is a theoretical framework which can 
clearly isolate the influences and effects of 
certain kinds of teacher reactions on certain 
types of students, producing certain typical 
outcomes. The labeling perspective appears 
particularly well-suited for this expansion of 
both research and theoretical development 
on teacher expectations by offering the basis 
for analysis at either a specific or a more 
general level. With the former, for example, 
there are areas of investigation related to 1) 
types of students perceived by teachers as 
prone to success or failure; 2) the kinds of 
reactions, based on their expectations, 
teachers have to different students; and 3) 
the effects of specific teacher reactions on 
specific student outcomes. At a more general 
level, fruitful lines of inquiry might include 
1) the outcomes in the post-school world of 
having received a negative vs. a positive label 
within the school; 2) the influences of 
factors such as social class and race on the 
categories of expectations teachers hold; 3) 
how and why labels do emerge in schools as 
well as the phenomenological and structural 
meanings that are attached to them; and 4) 
whether there are means by which to modify 
or minimize the effects of school labeling 
processes on students. 

Labeling theory provides a conceptual 
framework by which to understand the 
processes of transforming attitudes into 
behavior and the outcomes of having done 
so. To be able to detail the dynamics and 
influences within schools by which some 
children come to see themselves as successful 
and act as though they were, and to detail 
how others come to see themselves as fail- 
ures and act accordingly, provides in the 
final analysis an opportunity to intervene so 
as to expand the numbers of winners and 
diminish the numbers of losers. For that 
reason above all others, labeling theory 
merits our attention. 


NOTE 


1. The preparation of this paper has been aided by 
a grant (GS-41522) from the National Science 
Foundation—Sociology Program. The views ех- 


_ pressed here are solely those of the author and no 
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EDUCATION, “HUMAN CAPITAL,” 
AND THE LABOR MARKET 


Advanced economies, whatever their political structures and cultural traditions, all seem to 
have been characterized in recent years both by increasing capital/labor ratios and by a 
relative increase in the number of professional and technical occupations accompanied by a 
relative decrease in unskilled labor. At the same time, though not to be exaggerated, the link 
between education and occupational status has shown a trend towards tightening, especially at 
the point of entry of young people into the labor market. Human capital theory, which views 
education as a form of investment, offers an explanation of this phenomenon. But the wider 
problem of the historical and developmental relation between education and labor markets 
remains highly contentious, as does the more limited problem of explaining the well-known 
positive correlation between education and earnings. 

А classical formulation of the theory of human capital, which according to Mark Blaug! 
marks “the ‘birth’ of the economics of education,” is contained in Theodore W. Schultz's 
presidential address to the Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association in 
December 1960 (Chapter 16). The thrust of Schultz's argument is that education, in addition 
to being a form of consumption, is also an individually and socially productive investment. 
From this perspective, laborers can be considered capitalists, for their investment in the 
acquisition of knowledge and skill has given them ownership of economically valuable 
capacities. Low earnings, especially those of members of minority groups, reflect, according to 
Schultz, inadequate investment in their health and education. 

In the early 1960s the theory of human capital was, for reasons we have discussed in the 
Introduction to this volume, clearly ascendant in academic and policy circles, especially in the 
United States. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, a Paris-based 
organization of advanced capitalist countries dedicated to the encouragement of economic 
Browth, played a particularly important role in disseminating the ideas of human capital 
theorists. At a 1961 OECD conference held in Washington, D.C., which brought together 
academics and government policy-makers, it was argued that investment in education 
facilitated economic growth in two ways: by fostering technological innovation and by 


1. Mark Blaug, ed., Economics of Education, Volume 1 (Baltimore, Md.: Penguin Books, 1968), p. 11. 
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increasing the productivity of labor.? In 1964, the OECD published Edward F. Denison’s 
widely influential Measuring the Contribution of Education (and the Residual) to Economic 
Growth. Denison argues that investment in education brings higher returns than investment in 
physical capital and that an increase in educational expenditures is accordingly a highly 
effective means of increasing the Gross National Product.? 

Throughout the 1960s the theory of human capital continued to serve as both a guideline 
and a justification for rising educational expenditures, but by the end of the decade doubts 
began to arise about a number of its assumptions particularly that higher earnings reflect 
greater marginal productivity and that national differences in rates of economic growth can be 
causally attributed to varying degrees of educational investment. Further, critics began to 
question the assumption of human capital theorists that labor markets actually conform to 
the classical model of perfect competition. By 1975, proponents of human capital theory 
were on the defensive; a conference held in January of that year at OECD, which had only 
fourteen years earlier given impetus to the idea of greater investment in education at its 
Washington meeting, sharply questioned whether increased expenditures on education were an 
effective means of achieving either economic growth or social equality.* 

As formulated by Schultz, Denison, Becker,’ and others, the theory of human capital was 
replete with policy implications. Prominent among these was the suggestion that greater 
investment in the human capital characteristics of low-income individuals would be an 
effective strategy for abolishing poverty. The results of this strategy are examined in Chapter 
18 by Barry Bluestone. According to him, the anti-poverty policies inspired by the theory of 
human capital—primarily manpower training and human-resources development—yielded 
meager results because they neglected the structure of the economy and deflected attention 
toward the characteristics of individuals. Poor people, Bluestone argues, often do possess a 
considerable amount of human capital, but suffer from low wages because they occupy job 
slots in low-wage industries or are unable to find any work at all. Resolution of the problem 
of poverty, he suggests, depends less upon greater investment in human capital than upon the 
creation of an adequate supply of good jobs. 

The debate over human capital theory raises the question whether the strategy of 
educational expansion has had any effect at all on income distribution. Lester Thurow shows 
in Chapter 17 that, in the case of the United States, educational attainment (as measured by 
years of schooling completed) has become more equal over the last quarter of a century while 
income inequality has remained much the same. Although it remains possible that the 
distribution of income might have become more unequal in the absence of an equalization of 
educational attainment, this apparent paradox nonetheless requires an explanation. Thurow’s 
own analysis suggests that the assumptions made by human capital theorists about the way 
that labor markets work may be at fault. 


2. The proceedings of this conference are reported in OECD, Policy Conference on Economic Growth and 

Investment in Education (Paris, 1962). 

zh Edward F. Denison, Measuring the Contribution of Education (and the Residual) to Economic Growth 

(Paris: OECD, 1964). See also Denison’s “The Sources of Economic Growth in the United States and the 

Alternatives Before Us, Supplementary Paper Number 13 (New York: Committee for Economic Develop- 

ment, 1962), and his study (with J.P. Poullier), Why Growth Rates Differ (Washington: The Brookings 

Institution, 1967). 

a њи of this conference are reported in OECD, Education, Inequality and Life Chances 
is, 1975). 

5. Gary S. Becker, Human Capital (New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, 1964), 

6. For empirical evidence on the relative effects of educational level and industry type on wages, see Barry 

Bluestone, William Murphy, and Mary Stevenson, “Education and Industry,” in Schooling in a Corporate 

Society, ed. Martin Carnoy (New York: David McKay, 1975), pp. 161—173. 


EDUCATION, “HUMAN CAPITAL,” AND THE LABOR MARKET 309 


In place of the traditional wage competition approach, Thurow offers a job competition 
view of labor markets. In this model the employer is assumed to choose among applicants 
with a view towards minimizing the cost of training within the enterprise. Workers are thought 
of as forming a queue, those at the head of the queue requiring lower training costs. Thus, if 
the supply of highly educated labor increases, highly qualified workers do not compete 
exclusively with one another for jobs that are held to require a given level of training. 
Instead, some are forced back in the queue and have to take jobs that otherwise would have 
gone to less qualified people. In this way graduates may receive lower wages, but this is also 
true for those with less education as they too are pushed further back in the queue. 
Meanwhile, the differentials between educational groups may remain the same.” 

A positive correlation between education and income has been demonstrated in more than 
thirty countries.® Yet if this correlation is a widely documented fact, the issue remains as to 
how to explain it. For human capital theory, the key to an explanation resides in the 
contribution that the content of education, particularly in its creation of cognitive skills, 
makes to marginal productivity. But there are alternative explanations for the greater earning 
power of educated laborers. A hypothesis put forward by Gintis? is that educational 
qualifications reflect personality characteristics that employers seek in their employees. He 
Suggests that what is important to employers about education is not so much that it provides 
technical training as that it socializes for docile and efficient adaptation to work in 
bureaucratic and industrial hierarchies. Education does, in his view, make a contribution to 
productivity, but this contribution is primarily indirect. In a more recent formulation of this 
argument, Bowles and Gintis stress the role of education in fragmenting the labor force and in 
legitimating and reproducing the power structure of the firm.” 

Other writers, however, challenge the thesis that education is related to productivity either 
directly or indirectly. Ivar Berg, for example, in Education and Jobs: The Great Training 
Robbery, has put forward a theory of credentialism. In his view, educational expansion adds 
little to worker productivity. Oversupply of the educated merely leads to upgrading of the 
qualifications required for entry to an increasing range of professional and technical n 
occupations. But, as Angus Maddison has commented, “суеп if we accept Berg's hypothesis 
that there is a tendency to upgrade paper qualifications demanded for particularjobsin — 
conditions of excess supply, this does not mean that the process of educational expansion will 
snowball indefinitely. If this did occur on a large scale, relative earnings of the more highly 
educated would decline, for Berg does not suggest that employers upgrade pay to match 
increased paper qualifications. The fall in earnings would presumably act as a signal and deter 
some entrants to the higher levels of education. The recent falling off in the growth rate for 


7. For an elaboration of Thurow’s model see Lester C. Thurow and Robert E.B. Lucas, The American 
Distribution of Income: A Structural Problem, Hearings before the Joint Economic Committee of the 
Congress of the United States (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, March 1972). Fora critique 
of Thurow's model that argues that it fails to explain why labor supply plays no role in wage determination 
or why, within the framework of queuing theory, eager workers do not bid down wages, see Michael A. 
Carter and Martin Carnoy, "Theories of Labor Markets and Worker Productivity" (Palo Alto, Cal.: Center 
for Economic Studies, August 1974), pp. 18-20. - б 

8. Сеогре Peichitop hie Returns P Education: An International Comparison (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 
1973). Most economists dismiss Jencks’s estimation of the correlation between education and earnings as 
too low because it does not standardize for such variables as age and region, See Psacharopoulos, "Review 
of Inequality,” Comparative Education Review 18 (October 1974): 446-450. TN А 

9. Herbert Gintis, “Education, Technology, and the Characteristics of Worker Productivity,” American 


Economic Review 61 (May 1971): 266-279. | я рен 
10. Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis, “The Problem with Human Capital Theory—A Marxian Critique, 


American Economic Review 65 (May 1975): 74-82. 
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new entrants to universities shows that there are some self adjusting mechanisms which make 
the snowball view unrealistic in its extreme forms.” + 

In an alternative model of “screening,” education is also assumed to make no contribution 
to productivity. Here the idea is that the character qualities required for success in 
education are also those that produce good workers. Thus employers can use educational 
credentials as screening devices to identify the most productive workers and to save 
themselves the cost of inventing and applying their own tests.’ Hence if income differentials 
between different educational groups do not equalize when the supply of education is 
expanded, this might be due to increases by employers in the level of educational credentials 


demanded for a particular type of job. 

Another model of the relation between education and earnings posits a threshold notion 
of education—often the statutory compulsory schooling that every future citizen is expected 
to attain and that accordingly has little market value. According to this model, the spread of 
schooling in African countries during the 1960s robbed literacy of the great bulk of its market 
value. Whatever the level of the threshold, those who do not attain it are typically regarded as 
unemployable or only marginally employable. Earnings differentials, insofar as they are 
determined by education, derive from the differentiation of educational groups beyond the 
minimum school leaving age. It would seem to follow from this that, as Ockner and Rivlin 
have suggested, the human capital model may apply best at the higher end of the educational 
scale, where stretching out rather than equalization has occurred, and that the alternative 
models may fit better at the lower end.'^ If this is indeed the case, the emerging theory of 
“dual labor markets” may do much to explain a pattern of relations between education and 
earnings that differs according to one’s position in the structure of class, sexual, and racial 
stratification.!* 


11. Angus Maddison, “What is Education For?” Lloyd’s Bank Review, no. 112, April 1974, p. 29. 

12. Some important formulations of the screening hypothesis are Kenneth Arrow, “Higher Education as a 
Filter,” Journal of Public Economics 2 (July 1973): 193—216; Michael Spence, “Job Market Signaling," 
Quarterly Journal of Economics 87 (August 1973): 355—374; Peter Wiles, “Тһе Correlation between 
Education and Earnings: The External-Test-Not-Content Hypothesis (ETNC)," Higher Education 3 (1974): 
43-5: 8; Paul J, Taubman and Terence J. Wales, “Higher Education, Mental Ability, and Screening,” Journal 
of Political Economy 81 (January-February 1973): 28-55. A critique of the screening hypothesis in general 
and of the Taubman-Wales article in particular is presented in Richard Layard and George Psacharopoulos, 
“The Screening Hypothesis and the Returns to Education,” Journal of Political Economy 82 (September- 
October 1974): 985—998. We have not included Thurow's article (Chapter 17 below) as a formulation of 
the screening hypothesis, because it suggests that education may lower the cost of producing a given output 
by lowering training. costs. 

13. The logic of the screening hypothesis was well captured by Macaulay more than a century ago when he 
wrote: “ТЕ the Ptolemaic system were taught at Cambridge, instead of the Newtonian, the senior wrangler 
would nevertheless be in general a superior man to the wooden spoon. If instead of learning Greek, we 
learned the Cherokee, the man who understood the Cherokee best, who made the most correct and 
melodious Cherokee verses, who comprehended most accurately the effect of the Cherokee particles, would 
алаи be a superior man to him who was destitute of these accomplishments.” Quoted in Wiles, op. cit., 
p. 44. 

14. Benjamin A. Ockner and Alice M. Rivlin, “Income Distribution Policy in the United States,” in 
Education, Inequality and Life Chances, Volume 2 (Paris: OECD, 1975), pp. 182-219. 

15. For a presentation of the theory of dual labor markets, see Peter B. Doeringer and Michael J, Piore, 
Internal Labor Markets and Manpower Analysis (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1971). The inability of the 
human capital model to explain income differentials by race and sex among individuals who have made the 
same investment in education is often cited by critics as pointing to its theoretical and empirical 
shortcomings. A large number of empirical studies of the earnings of blacks and whites show lower returns 
for blacks at every level of education; see David M. Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Unemployment 
(Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1972), p. 118. Randall Weiss (see “The Effect of Education on the Earnings 
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Massimo Paci, an Italian economist, offers a perspective that has been much neglected in 
the economics of education—that of historical analysis of the relationship between schooling 
and structures of employment (Chapter 19). While not disputing the demonstrated connection 
between the diffusion of secondary and higher education and economic development, Paci 
reinterprets Marx to offer a theory of stages of development of, on the one hand, educational 
systems and, on the other, labor markets. He rejects the liberal thesis that economic 
development is dependent on educational expansion and addresses himself to what he regards 
asa more convincing interpretation—that the determinants of educational expansion are 
independent of market demand and indeed lead to potential “contradictoriness between 
scholarization and the requirements of the economic system." In this way he emphasizes the 
potential of education as both an instrument for integrating subordinate classes into the social 
and economic system and as a factor of contradiction and excess" in relation to the labor 
market. 

It should be noted that Paci differs from Bowles in that he does not use a correspondence 
theory in his explanatory description of stages in the development of capitalist labor markets. 
He identifies three phases. In the first phase the demand for manpower is principally directed 
towards unskilled labor required for the expansion of new markets and for work in new 
branches of production. Overpopulation is held to supply this type of labor and to create a 
"reserve army." The second phase consists of the growth of large scale industry. In this phase 
relatively more skilled labor is required, and this encourages the expansion of secondary and 
higher education. Overpopulation disappears and qualifications have market value. 
Nevertheless, at the same time what Paci calls “stagnant overpopulation" continues to exist 
alongside the more technologically advanced forms of industry in a capitalist society. In the 
main, in this second phase, the function of the school is held to be that of integrating the 
working class into the capitalist system. The third phase is monopoly capitalism, and here the 
development of mass systems of education leads to “imbalance” in the labor market and 
tension and conflict in society. Mass higher education produces an excess supply of educated 
labor that cannot be absorbed into the productive system.’® 

The problem of a disjunction between the educational system and employment 
Opportunities, as Philip Foster’s analysis of educational development planning in Ghana 
(Chapter 20) makes clear, is not confined to advanced economies. Discussing the widespread 
view that investment in education can serve as a motor of economic development—a 
perspective made explicit by Schultz in Chapter 16—Foster argues that the expansion of 
education can be useful only to the extent that there is an expansion of opportunities in the 
exchange sector of the economy. In Ghana, creation of jobs has lagged behind the production 
of graduates, with mass unemployment among school leavers as a result. African students do, 
to be sure, favor academic-type schools over the vocational institutions preferred by 
development planners, but this is because they recognize that academic education BE xd 
vocational education and provides access to the most prestigious and lucrative occupations in 
the Ghanaian economy. No amount of investment in education, Foster concludes, can serve as 
à substitute for the development of real and perceived opportunities in the economy. 


of Blacks and Whites," Review of Economics and Statistics 52 (May 1970): 150-159) reports that blacks in 
three of four age groups realized по significant returns to their investment in education. In general such 
Variables as education and age can explain only about half of the earnings gap between black and white 
earnings and even less of the differential between males and females (see Gordon, ор. cit., p. 39). 

16. For a detailed historical analysis of the recurrent problem of intellectual unemployment in Italy, see 
Marzio Barbagli, Disoccupazione intellettuale e sistema scolastico in Italia (1859—1 973) (Bologna: П 


Mulino, 1974), 
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Foster’s analysis of the failure in Ghana of economic development strategies based on the 
expansion of vocational education and Bluestone’s critique of American anti-poverty 
programs based on manpower and investment in human resources underline the inability of 
human capital theory to explain some important aspects of the relationship between 
education and occupational structure. Yet despite important contributions to the economics 
of education by proponents of screening, dual labor market, job queuing, and personality 
formation hypotheses, no comprehensive theory of education and labor markets has yet been 
formulated. The construction of such a theory, which must draw upon the concept of human 


capital while transcending its limitations, remains a vital task in the years ahead. 
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16. Investment in Human Capital 


Although it is obvious that people acquire 
useful skills and knowledge, it is not obvious 
that these skills and knowledge are a form of 
capital, that this capital is in substantial part 
a product of deliberate investment, that it 
has grown in Western societies at a much 
faster rate than conventional (nonhuman) 
capital, and that its growth may well be the 
most distinctive feature of the economic 
system. It has been widely observed that 
increases in national output have been large 
compared with the increases of land, man- 
hours, and physical reproducible capital. 
Investment in human capital is probably the 
major explanation for this difference. 

Much of what we call consumption con- 
stitutes investment in human capital. Direct 
expenditures on education, health, and 
internal migration to take advantage of 
better job opportunities are clear examples. 
Earnings foregone by mature students 
attending school and by workers acquiring 
on-the-job training are equally clear exam- 
ples. Yet nowhere do these enter into our 
national accounts. The use of leisure time to 
improve skills and knowledge is widespread 
and it too is unrecorded. In these and similar 
ways the quality of human effort can be 
greatly improved and its productivity en- 
hanced. I shall contend that such investment 
in human capital accounts for most of the 
impressive rise in the real earnings per 
worker, 

I shall comment, first, on the reasons why 
economists have shied away from the 
explicit analysis of investment in human 
capital, and then, on the capacity of such 
investment to explain many a puzzle about 
economic growth. Mainly, however, I shall 


Presidential Address delivered at the Seventy- 
Third Annual Meeting of the American Economic 
Association, Saint Louis, December 28, 1960. The 
author is indebted to his colleagues Milton Fried- 
man, for his very helpful suggestions to gain clarity 
and cogency, and Harry G. Johnson for pointing 
out a number of ambiguities. 
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concentrate on the scope and substance of 
human capital and its formation. In closing I 
shall consider some social and policy impli- 
cations. 


1. SHYING AWAY FROM INVESTMENT 
IN MAN 


Economists have long known that people are 
an important part of the wealth of nations. 
Measured by what labor contributes to out- 
put, the productive capacity of human 
beings is now vastly larger than all other 
forms of wealth taken together. What econo- 
mists have not stressed is the simple truth. 
that people invest in themselves and that 
these investments are very large. Although 
economists are seldom timid in entering on 
abstract analysis and are often proud of 
being impractical, they have not been bold 
in coming to grips with this form of invest- 
ment. Whenever they come even close, they 
proceed gingerly as if they were stepping 
into deep water. No doubt there are reasons 
for being wary. Deep-seated moral and 
philosophical issues are ever present. Free 
men are first and foremost the end to be 
served by economic endeavor; they are not 
property or marketable assets. And not least, 
it has been all too convenient in marginal 
productivity analysis to treat labor as if it 
were a unique bundle of innate abilities that 
are wholly free of capital. 

The mere thought of investment in 
human beings is offensive to some among 
us.! Our values and beliefs inhibit us from 
looking upon human beings as capital goods, 
except in slavery, and this we abhor. We are 
not unaffected by the long struggle to rid 
society of indentured service and to evolve 
political and legal institutions to keep men 
free from bondage. These are achievements 
that we prize highly. Hence, to treat human 
beings as wealth that can be augmented by 
investment runs counter to deeply held 


From American Economic Review 51 (March 1961): 1—17. Reprinted by permission of author and 
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values. It seems to reduce man once again to 
a mere material component, to something 
akin to property. And for man to look upon 
himself as a capital good, even if it did not 
impair his freedom, may seem to debase 
him. No less a person than J. S. Mill at one 
time insisted that the people of a country 
should not be looked upon as wealth be- 
cause wealth existed only for the sake of 
people [15]. But surely Mill was wrong; 
there is nothing in the concept of human 
wealth contrary to his idea that it exists only 
for the advantage of people. By investing in 
themselves, people can enlarge the range of 
choice available to them. It is one way free 
men can enhance their welfare. 

Among the few who have looked upon 
human beings as capital, there are three dis- 
tinguished names. The philosopher- 
economist Adam Smith boldly included all 
of the acquired and useful abilities of all of 
the inhabitants of a country as a part of 
capital. So did H. von Thiinen, who then 
went on to argue that the concept of capital 
applied to man did not degrade him or 
impair his freedom and dignity, but on the 
contrary that the failure to apply the con- 
cept was especially pernicious in wars; 
‘*,. for here . . . one will sacrifice in a battle 
a hundred human beings in the prime of 
their lives without a thought in order to save 
one gun." The reason is that, “... the pur- 
chase of a cannon causes an outlay of public 
funds, whereas human beings are to be had 
for nothing by means of a mere conscription 
decree” [20]. Irving Fisher also clearly and 
cogently presented an all-inclusive concept 
of capital [6]. Yet the main stream of 
thought has held that it is neither appro- 
priate nor practical to apply the concept of 
capital to human beings. Marshall [11], 
whose great prestige goes far to explain why 
this view was accepted, held that while 
human beings are incontestably capital from 
an abstract and mathematical point of view, 
it would be out of touch with the market 
place to treat them as capital in practical 
analyses. Investment in human beings has 
accordingly seldom been incorporated in the 
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formal core of economics, even though 
many economists, including Marshall, have 
seen its relevance at one point or another in 
what they have written. 

The failure to treat human resources 
explicitly as a form of capital, as a produced 
means of production, as the product of 
investment, has fostered the retention of the 
classical notion of labor as a capacity to do 
manual work requiring little knowledge and 
skill, a capacity with which, according to 
this notion, laborers are endowed about 
equally. This notion of labor was wrong in 
the classical period and it is patently wrong 
now. Counting individuals who can and want 
to work and treating such a count as a mea- 
sure of the quantity of an economic factor is 
no more meaningful than it would be to 
count the number of all manner of machines 
to determine their economic importance 
either as a stock of capital or as a flow of 
productive services. 

Laborers have become capitalists not 
from a diffusion of the ownership of corpo- 
ration stocks, as folklore would have it, but 
from the acquisition of knowledge and skill 
that have economic value [9]. This knowl- 
edge and skill are in great part the product 
of investment and, combined with other 
human investment, predominantly account 
for the productive superiority of the techni- 
cally advanced countries. To omit them in 
studying economic growth is like trying to 
explain Soviet ideology without Marx. 


||. ECONOMIC GROWTH FROM HUMAN 
CAPITAL 


Many paradoxes and puzzles about our 
dynamic, growing economy can be resolved 
once human investment is taken into 
account. Let me begin by sketching some 
that are minor though not trivial. 

When farm people take nonfarm jobs 
they earn substantially less than industrial 
workers of the same race, age, and sex. Simi- 
larly nonwhite urban males earn much less 
than white males even after allowance is 
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made for the effects of differences in 
unemployment, age, city size and region 
[21]. Because these differentials in earnings 
correspond closely to corresponding differ- 
entials in education, they strongly suggest 
that the one is a consequence of the other. 
Negroes who operate farms, whether as 
tenants or as owners, earn much less than 
whites on comparable farms.” Fortunately, 
crops and livestock are not vulnerable to the 
blight of discrimination, The large differ- 
ences in earnings seem rather to reflect 
mainly the differences in health and educa- 
tion. Workers in the South on the average 
earn appreciably less than in the North or 
West and they also have on the average less 
education. Most migratory farm workers 
earn very little indeed by comparison with 
other workers. Many of them have virtually 
no schooling, are in poor health, are un- 
skilled, and have little ability to do useful 
work. To urge that the differences in the 
amount of human investment may explain 
these differences in earnings seems elemen- 
tary. Of more recent vintage are observations 
showing younger workers at a competitive 
advantage; for example, young men entering 
the labor force are said to have an advantage 
over unemployed older workers in obtaining 
Satisfactory jobs. Most of these young 
people possess twelve years of school, most 
of the older workers six years or less. The 
observed advantage of these younger 
workers may therefore result not from 
inflexibilities in social security or in retire- 
ment programs, or from sociological prefer- 
ence of employers, but from real differences 
in productivity connected with one form of 
human investment, i.e., education. And yet 
another example, the curve relating income 
to age tends to be steeper for skilled than for 
unskilled persons. Investment in on-the-job 
training seems a likely explanation, as I shall 
note later. 

Economic growth requires much internal 
migration of workers to adjust to changing 
job opportunities [10]. Young men and 
Women move more readily than older 
Workers, Surely this makes economic sense 
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when one recognizes that the costs of such 
migration are a form of human investment. 
Young people have more years ahead of 
them than older workers during which they 
can realize on such an investment. Hence it 
takes less of a wage differential to make it 
economically advantageous for them to 
move, or, to put it differently, young people 
can expect a higher return on their invest- 
ment in migration than older people. This 
differential may explain selective migration 
without requiring an appeal to sociological 
differences between young and old people. 

The examples so far given are for invest- 
ment in human beings that yield a return 
over a long period. This is true equally of 
investment in education, training, and migra- 
tion of young people. Not all investments in 
human beings are of this kind; some are 
more nearly akin to current inputs as for 
example expenditures on food and shelter in 
some countries where work is mainly the 
application of brute human force, calling for 
energy and stamina, and where the intake of 
food is far from enough to do a full day's 
work. On the “hungry” steppes and in the 
teeming valleys of Asia, millions of adult 
males have so meager a diet that they cannot 
do more than a few hours of hard work. To 
call them underemployed does not seem 
pertinent. Under such circumstances it is cer- 
tainly meaningful to treat food partly as 
consumption and partly as a current “рго- 
ducer good," as some Indian economists 
have done [3]. Let us not forget that West- 
ern economists during the early decades of 
industrialization and even in the time of 
Marshall and Pigou often connected addi- 
tional food for workers with increases in 
labor productivity. 

Let me now pass on to three major per- 
plexing questions closely connected with the 
riddle of economic growth. First, consider 
the long-period behavior of the capital- 
income ratio. We were taught that a country 
which amassed more reproducible capital 
relative to its land and labor would employ 
such capital in greater depth" because of its 
growing abundance and cheapness, But 
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apparently this is not what happens. On the 
contrary, the estimates now available show 
that less of such capital tends to be em- 
ployed relative to income as economic 
growth proceeds. Are we to infer that the 
ratio of capital to income has no relevance in 
explaining either poverty or opulence? Or 
that a rise of this ratio is not a prerequisite 
to economic growth? These questions raise 
fundamental issues bearing on motives and 
preferences for holding wealth as well as on 
the motives for particular investments and 
the stock of capital thereby accumulated. 
For my purpose all that needs to be said is 
that these estimates of capital-income ratios 
refer to only a part of all capital. They 
exclude in particular, and most unfortu- 
nately, any human capital. Yet human 
capital has surely been increasing at a rate 
substantially greater than reproducible (non- 
human) capital. We cannot, therefore, infer 
from these estimates that the stock of all 
capital has been decreasing relative to 
income. On the contrary, if we accept the 
not implausible assumption that the motives 
and preferences of people, the technical 
opportunities open to them, and the uncer- 
tainty associated with economic growth 
during particular periods were leading people 
to maintain roughly a constant ratio be- 
tween all capital and income, the decline in 
the estimated capital-income ratio? is simply 
a signal that human capital has been increas- 
ing relatively not only to conventional 
capital but also to income. 

The bumper crop of estimates that show 
national income increasing faster than 
national resources raises a second and not 
unrelated puzzle, The income of the United 
States has been increasing at a much higher 
rate than the combined amount of land, 
man-hours worked and the stock of repro- 
ducible capital used to produce the income. 
Moreover, the discrepancy between the two 
rates has become larger from one business 
cycle to the next during recent decades [5]. 
To call this discrepancy a measure of “те- 
Source productivity" gives a name to our 
ignorance but does not dispel it. If we accept 
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these estimates, the connections between 
national resources and national income have 
become loose and tenuous over time. Unless 
this discrepancy can be resolved, received 
theory of production applied to inputs and 
outputs as currently measured is a toy and 
not a tool for studying economic growth. 

Two sets of forces probably account for 
the discrepancy, if we neglect entirely the 
index number and aggregation problems that 
bedevil all estimates of such global aggre- 
gates as total output and total input. One is 
returns to scale; the second, the large 
improvements in the quality of inputs that 
have occurred but have been omitted from 
the input estimates. Our economy has 
undoubtedly been experiencing increasing 
returns to scale at some points offset by 
decreasing returns at others. If we can suc- 
ceed in identifying and measuring the net 
gains, they may turn out to have been sub- 
stantial. The improvements in the quality of 
inputs that have not been adequately 
allowed for are no doubt partly in material 
(nonhuman) capital. My own conception, 
however, is that both this defect and the 
omission of economies of scale are minor 
sources of discrepancy between the rates of 
growth of inputs and outputs compared to 
the improvements in human capacity that 
have been onitted. 

A small step takes us from these two 
puzzles raised by existing estimates to a 
third which brings us to the heart of the 
matter, namely the essentially unexplained 
large increase in real earnings of workers. 
Can this be a windfall? Or a quasirent pend- 
ing the adjustment in the supply of labor? 
Or, a pure rent reflecting the fixed amount 
of labor? It seems far more reasonable that it 
represents rather a return to the investment 
that has been made in human beings. The 
observed growth in productivity per unit of 
labor is simply a consequence of holding the 
unit of labor constant over time although in 
fact this unit of labor has been increasing as 
a result of a steadily growing amount of 
human capital per worker. As I read our 
record, the human capital component has 
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become very large as a consequence of 
human investment. 

Another aspect of the same basic ques- 
tion, which admits of the same resolution, is 
the rapid postwar recovery of countries that 
had suffered severe destruction of plant and 
equipment during the war. The toll from 
bombing was all too visible in the factories 
laid flat, the railroad yards, bridges, and 
harbors wrecked, and the cities in ruin. 
Structures, equipment and inventories were 
all heaps of rubble. Not so visible, yet large, 
was the toll from the wartime depletion of 
the physical plant that escaped destruction 
by bombs. Economists were called upon to 
assess the implications of these wartime 
losses for recovery. In retrospect, it is clear 
that they overestimated the prospective 
retarding effects of these losses. Having had 
a small hand in this effort, I have had a 
special reason for looking back and wonder- 
ing why the judgments that we formed soon 
after the war proved to be so far from the 
mark. The explanation that now is clear is 
that we gave altogether too much weight to 
nonhuman capital in making these assess- 
ments, We fell into this error, I am con- 
vinced, because we did not have a concept of 
all capital and, therefore, failed to take 
account of human capital and the important 
part that it plays in production in a modern 
economy. 

Let me close this section with a comment 
оп poor countries, for which there are 
virtually no solid estimates. I have been 
impressed by repeatedly expressed judg- 
ments, especially by those who have a 
responsibility in making capital available to 
poor countries, about the low rate at which 
these countries can absorb additional capital. 
New capital from outside can be put to good 
use, it is said, only when it is added "slowly 
and gradually." But this experience is at 
Variance with the widely held impression 
that countries are poor fundamentally be- 
cause they are starved for capital and that 
additional capital is truly the key to their 
more rapid economic growth. The reconcilia- 
tion is again, I believe, to be found in 
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emphasis on particular forms of capital. The 
new capital available to these countries from 
outside as a rule goes into the formation of 
Structures, equipment and sometimes also 
into inventories. But it is generally not avail- 
able for additional investment in man. Con- 
sequently, human capabilities do not stay 
abreast of physical capital, and they do 
become limiting factors in economic growth. 
It should come as no surprise, therefore, that 
the absorption rate of capital to augment 
only particular nonhuman resources is neces- 
sarily low. The Horvat [8] formulation of 
the optimum rate of investment which treats 
knowledge and skill as a critical investment 
variable in determining the rate of economic 
growth is both relevant and important. 


IIl. SCOPE AND SUBSTANCE OF THESE 
INVESTMENTS 


What are human investments? Can they be 
distinguished from consumption? Is it at all 
feasible to identify and measure them? What 
do they contribute to income? Granted that 
they seem amorphous compared to brick 
and mortar, and hard to get at compared to 
the investment accounts of corporations, 
they assuredly are not a fragment; they are 
rather like the contents of Pandora's box, 
full of difficulties and hope. 

Human resources obviously have both 
quantitative and qualitative dimensions. The 
number of people, the proportion who enter 
upon useful work, and hours worked are 
essentially quantitative characteristics. To 
make my task tolerably manageable, I shall 
neglect these and consider only such quality 
components as skill, knowledge, and similar 
attributes that affect particular human capa- 
bilities to do productive work. In so far as 
expenditures to enhance such capabilities 
also increase the value productivity of 
human effort (labor), they will yield a posi- 
tive rate of return. 

How can we estimate the magnitude of 
human investment? The practice followed in 
connection with physical capital goods is to 
estimate the magnitude of capital formation 


318 


by expenditures made to produce the capital 
goods. This practice would suffice also for 
the formation of human capital. However, 
for human capital there is an additional 
problem that is less pressing for physical 
capital goods: how to distinguish between 
expenditures for consumption and for in- 
vestment. This distinction bristles with both 
conceptual and practical difficulties. We can 
think of three classes of expenditures: 
expenditures that satisfy consumer prefer- 
ences and in no way enhance the capabilities 
under discussion—these represent pure con- 
sumption; expenditures that enhance capa- 
bilities and do not satisfy any preferences 
underlying consumption—these represent 
pure investment; and expenditures that have 
both effects. Most relevant activities clearly 
are in the third class, partly consumption 
and partly investment, which is why the task 
of identifying each component is so formida- 
ble and why the measurement of capital 
formation by expenditures is less useful for 
human investment than for investment in 
physical goods. In principle there is an alter- 
native method for estimating human invest- 
ment, namely by its yield rather than by its 
cost. While any capability produced by hu- 
man investment becomes a part of the hu- 
man agent and hence cannot be sold; it is 
nevertheless “in touch with the market 
place” by affecting the wages and salaries 
the human agent can earn. The resulting 
increase in earnings is the yield on the invest- 
ment.* 

Despite the difficulty of exact measure- 
ment at this stage of our understanding of 
human investment, many insights can be 
gained by examining some of the more 
important activities that improve human 
capabilities. I shall concentrate on five major 
categories: (1) health facilities and services, 
broadly conceived to include all expendi- 
tures that affect the life expectancy, 
strength and stamina, and the vigor and vital- 
ity of a people; (2) on-the-job training, 
including old-style apprenticeship organized 
by firms; (3) formally organized education 
at the elementary, secondary, and higher 
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levels; (4) study programs for adults that are 
not organized by firms, including extension 
programs notably in agriculture; (5) migra- 
tion of individuals and families to adjust to 
changing job opportunities. Except for edu- 
cation, not much is known about these activ- 
ities that is germane here. I shall refrain from 
commenting on study programs for adults, 
although in agriculture the extension services 
of the several states play an important role 
in transmitting new knowledge and in devel- 
oping skills of farmers [17]. Nor shall I 
elaborate further on internal migration 
related to economic growth. 

Health activities have both quantity and 
quality implications. Such speculation as 
economists have engaged in about the effects 
of improvements in health, has been pre- 
dominantly in connection with population 
growth, which is to say with quantity. But 
surely health measures also enhance the 
quality of human resources. So also may 
additional food and better shelter, especially 
in underdeveloped countries. 

The change in the role of food as people 
become richer sheds light on one of the 
conceptual problems already referred to. I 
have pointed out that extra food in some 
poor countries has the attribute of a “pro- 
ducer good.” This attribute of food, how- 
ever, diminishes as the consumption of food 
rises, and there comes a point at which any 
further increase in food becomes pure con- 
sumption.” Clothing, housing and perhaps 
medical services may be similar. 

My comment about on-the-job training 
will consist of a conjecture on the amount of 
such training, a note on the decline of 
apprenticeship, and then a useful economic 
theorem on who bears the costs of such 
training. Surprisingly little is known about 
on-the-job training in modern industry. 
About all that can be said is that the expan- 
sion of education has not eliminated it. It 
seems likely, however, that some of the 
training formerly undertaken by firms has 
been discontinued and other training pro- 
grams have been instituted to adjust both to 
the rise in the education of workers and to 
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changes in the demands for new skills. The 
amount invested annually in such training 
can only be a guess. H. F. Clark places it 
near to equal to the amount spent on formal 
education.® Even if it were only one-half as 
large, it would represent currently an annual 
gross investment of about $15 billion. Else- 
where, too, it is thought to be important. 
For example, some observers have been 
impressed by the amount of such training 
under way in plants in the Soviet Union.” 
Meanwhile, apprenticeship has all but dis- 
appeared, partly because it is now inefficient 
and partly because schools now perform 
many of its functions. Its disappearance has 
been hastened no doubt by the difficulty of 
enforcing apprenticeship agreements. Legally 
they have come to smack of indentured ser- 
vice. The underlying economic factors and 
behavior are clear enough. The apprentice is 
prepared to serve during the initial period 
when his productivity is less than the cost of 
his keep and of his training. Later, however, 
unless he is legally restrained, he will seek 
other employment when his productivity 
begins to exceed the cost of keep and train- 
ing, which is the period during which a 
master would expect to recoup on his earlier 
outlay, 

To study on-the-job training Gary Becker 
[1] advances the theorem that in competi- 
tive markets employees pay all the costs of 
their training and none of these costs are 
ultimately borne by the firm. Becker points 
out several implications. The notion that 
expenditures on training by a firm generate 
external economies for other firms is not 
consistent with this theorem. The theorem 
also indicates one force favoring the transfer 
from on-the-job training to attending school. 
Since on-the-job training reduces the net 
earnings of workers at the beginning and 
raises them later on, this theorem also pro- 
vides an explanation for the “steeper slope 
of the curve relating income to age,” for 
skilled than unskilled workers, referred to 
earlier. What all this adds up to is that the 
stage is set to undertake meaningful eco- 
nomic studies of on-the-job training. 
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Happily we reach firmer ground in regard 
to education. Investment in education has 
risen at a rapid rate and by itself may well 
account for a substantial part of the other- 
wise unexplained rise in earnings. I shall do 
no more than summarize some preliminary 
results about the total costs of education 
including income foregone by students, the 
apparent relation of these costs to consumer 
income and to alternative investments, the 
rise of the stock of education in the labor 
force, returns to education, and the contri- 
bution that the increase in the stock of 
education may have made to earnings and to 
national income. 

It is not difficult to estimate the conven- 
tional costs of education consisting of the 
costs of the services of teachers, librarians, 
administrators, of maintaining and operating 
the educational plant, and interest on the 
capital embodied in the educational plant. It 
is far more difficult to estimate another 
component of total cost, the income fore- 
gone by students. Yet this component 
should be included and it is far from negli- 
gible. In the United States, for example, well 
over half of the costs of higher education 
consists of income foregone by students. As 
early as 1900, this income foregone ac- 
counted for about one-fourth of the total 
costs of elementary, secondary and higher 
education. By 1956, it represented over 
two-fifths of all costs. The rising significance 
of foregone income has been a major factor 
in the marked upward trend in the total real 
costs of education which, measured in cur- 
rent prices, increased from $400 million in 
1900 to $28.7 billion in 1956 [18]. The 
percentage rise in educational costs was 
about three and a half times as large as in 
consumer income, which would imply a high 
income elasticity of the demand for educa- 
tion, if education were regarded as pure 
consumption.! Educational costs also rose 
about three and a half times as rapidly as did 
the gross formation of physical capital in 
dollars. If we were to treat education as pure 
investment this result would suggest that the 
returns to education were relatively more 
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attractive than those to nonhuman 
capital.'? 

Much schooling is acquired by persons 
who are not treated as income earners in 
most economic analysis, particularly, of 
course, women. To analyze the effect of 
growth in schooling on earnings, it is there- 
fore necessary to distinguish between the 
stock of education in the population and the 
amount in the labor force. Years of school 
completed are far from satisfactory as a mea- 
sure because of the marked increases that 
have taken place in the number of days of 
school attendance of enrolled students and 
because much more of the education of 
workers consists of high school and higher 
education than formerly. My preliminary 
estimates suggest that the stock of education 
in the labor force rose about eight and a half 
times between 1900 and 1956, whereas the 
stock of reproducible capital rose four and a 
half times, both in 1956 prices. These esti- 
mates are, of course, subject to many qualifi- 
cations.!> Nevertheless, both the magnitude 
and the rate of increase of this form of 
human capital have been such that they 
could be an important key to the riddle of 
economic growth.'^ 

The exciting work under way is on the 
return to education. In spite of the flood of 
high school and college graduates, the return 
has not become trivial. Even the lower limits 
of the estimates show that the return to such 
education has been in the neighborhood of 
the return to nonhuman capital. This is what 
most of these estimates show when they 
treat as costs all of the public and private 
expenditures on education and also the 
income foregone while attending school, and 
when they treat all of these costs as invest- 
ment, allocating none to consumption. ' 
But surely a part of these costs are con- 
sumption in the sense that education creates 
a form of consumer capital’® which has the 
attribute of improving the taste and the 
quality of consumption of students through- 
out the rest of their lives. If one were to 
allocate a substantial fraction of the total 
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costs of this education to consumption, say 
one-half, this would, of course, double the 
observed rate of return to what would then 
become the investment component in educa- 
tion that enhances the productivity of man. 

Fortunately, the problem of allocating 
the costs of education in the labor force 
between consumption and investment does 
not arise to plague us when we turn to the 
contribution that education makes to earn- 
ings and to national income because a 
change in allocation only alters the rate of 
return, not the total return. I noted at the 
outset that the unexplained increases in U.S. 
national income have been especially large 
in recent decades. On one set of assump- 
tions, the unexplained part amounts to 
nearly three-fifths of the total increase 
between 1929 and 1956." How much of 
this unexplained increase in income repre- 
sents a return to education in the labor 
force? A lower limit suggests that about 
three-tenths of it, and an upper limit does 
not rule out that more than one-half of it 
came from this source.’ These estimates 
also imply that between 36 and 70 per cent 
of the hitherto unexplained rise in the earn- 
ings of labor is explained by returns to the 
additional education of workers. 


IV. A CONCLUDING NOTE ON POLICY 


One proceeds at his own peril in discussing 
social implications and policy. The conven- 
tional hedge is to camouflage one's values 
and to wear the mantle of academic inno- 
cence. Let me proceed unprotected! 

1. Our tax laws everywhere discriminate 
against human capital. Although the stock of 
such capital has become large and even 
though it is obvious that human capital, like 
other forms of reproducible capital, depre- 
ciates, becomes obsolete, and entails mainte- 
nance, our tax laws are all but blind on these 
matters. 

2. Human capital deteriorates when it is 
idle because unemployment impairs the 
skills that workers have acquired. Losses in 
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earnings can be cushioned by appropriate 
payments but these do not keep idleness 
from taking its toll from human capital. 

3. There are many hindrances to the free 
choice of professions. Racial discrimination 
and religious discrimination are still wide- 
spread. Professional associations and govern- 
mental bodies also hinder entry; for 
example, into medicine. Such purposeful 
interference keeps the investment in this 
form of human capital substantially below 
its optimum [7]. 

4. It is indeed elementary to stress the 
greater imperfections of the capital market 
in providing funds for investment in human 
beings than for investment in physical goods. 
Much could be done to reduce these imper- 
fections by reforms in tax and banking laws 
and by changes in banking practices. Long- 
term private and public loans to students are 
warranted. 

5. Internal migration, notably the move- 
ment of farm people into industry, made 
necessary by the dynamics of our economic 
progress, requires substantial investments. In 
general, families in which the husbands and 
Wives are already in the late thirties cannot 
afford to make these investments because 
the remaining payoff period for them is too 
short. Yet society would gain if more of 
them would pull stakes and move because, in 
addition to the increase in productivity cur- 
tently, the children of these families would 
be better located for employment when they 
were ready to enter the labor market. The 
case for making some of these investments 
on public account is by no means weak. Our 
farm programs have failed miserably these 
many years in not coming to grips with the 
costs and returns from off-farm migration. 

6. The low earnings of particular people 
have long been a matter of public concern. 
Policy all too frequently concentrates only 
on the effects, ignoring the causes. No small 
part of the low éarnings of many Negroes, 
Puerto Ricans, Mexican nationals, indige- 
nous migratory farm workers, poor farm 
people and some of our older workers, re- 
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flects the failure to have invested in their 
health and education. Past mistakes are, of 
course, bygones, but for the sake of the next 
generation we can ill afford to continue 
making the same mistakes over again. 

7. Is there a substantial underinvestment 
in human beings other than in these de- 
pressed groups? [2] This is an important 
question for economists. The evidence at 
hand is fragmentary. Nor will the answer be 
easily won. There undoubtedly have been 
overinvestments in some skills, for example, 
too many locomotive firemen and engineers, 
too many people trained to be farmers, and 
too many agricultural economists! Our 
schools are not free of loafers and some 
students lack the necessary talents. Never- 
theless, underinvestment in knowledge and 
skill, relative to the amounts invested in non- 
human capital would appear to be the rule 
and not the exception for a number of rea- 
sons. The strong and increasing demands for 
this knowledge and skill in laborers are of 
fairly recent origin and it takes time to 
respond to them. In responding to these 
demands, we are heavily dependent upon 
cultural and political processes, and these are 
slow and the lags are long compared to the 
behavior of markets serving the formation of 
nonhuman capital. Where the capital market 
does serve human investments, it is subject 
to more imperfections than in financing 
physical capital. I have already stressed the 
fact that our tax laws discriminate in favor 
of nonhuman capital. Then, too, many indi- 
viduals face serious uncertainty in assessing 
their innate talents when it comes to invest- 
ing in themselves, especially through higher 
education. Nor is it easy either for public 
decisions or private behavior to untangle and 
properly assess the consumption and the 
investment components. The fact that the 
return to high school and to higher educa- 
tion has been about as large as the return to 
conventional forms of capital when all of the 
costs of such education including income 
foregone by students are allocated to the 
investment component, creates a strong 
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presumption that there has been under- 
investment since, surely, much education is 
cultural and in that sense it is consumption. 
It is no wonder, in view of these circum- 
stances, that there should be substantial 
underinvestment in human beings, even 
though we take pride, and properly so, in 
the support that we have given to education 
and to other activities that contribute to 
such investments. 

8. Should the returns from public invest- 
ment in human capital accrue to the individ- 
uals in whom it is тае?!» The policy issues 
implicit in this question run deep and they 
are full of perplexities pertaining both to 
resource allocation and to welfare. Physical 
capital that is formed by public investment 
is not transferred as a rule to particular indi- 
viduals as a gift. It would greatly simplify 
the allocative process if public investment in 
human capital were placed on the same foot- 
ing. What then is the logical basis for treating 
public investment in human capital differ- 
ently? Presumably it turns on ideas about 
welfare. A strong welfare goal of our com- 
munity is to reduce the unequal distribution 
of personal income among individuals and 
families. Our community has relied heavily 
on progressive income and inheritance taxa- 
tion. Given public revenue from these 
sources, it may well be true that public 
investment in human capital, notably that 
entering into general education, is an effec- 
tive and efficient set of expenditures for 
attaining this goal. Let me stress, however, 
that the state of knowledge about these 
issues is woefully meager. 

9. My last policy comment is on assis- 
tance to underdeveloped countries to help 
them achieve economic growth. Here, even 
more than in domestic affairs, investment in 
human beings is likely to be underrated and 
neglected. It is inherent in the intellectual 
climate in which leaders and spokesmen of 
many of these countries find themselves. 
Our export of growth doctrines has con- 
tributed. These typically assign the stellar 
role to the formation of nonhuman capital, 
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and take as an obvious fact the super- 
abundance of human resources. Steel mills 
are the real symbol of industrialization. 
After all, the early industrialization of 
England did not depend on investments in 
the labor force. New funds and agencies are 
being authorized to transfer capital for 
physical goods to these countries. The World 
Bank and our Export-Import Bank have 
already had much experience. Then, too, 
measures have been taken to pave the way 
for the investment of more private (non- 
human) capital abroad. This one-sided effort 
is under way in spite of the fact that the 
knowledge and skills required to take on and 
use efficiently the superior techniques of 
production, the most valuable resource that 
we could make available to them, is in very 
short supply in these underdeveloped 
countries. Some growth of course can be had 
from the increase in more conventional 
capital even though the labor that is avail- 
able is lacking both in skill and knowledge. 
But the rate of growth will be seriously 
limited. It simply is not possible to have the 
fruits of a modern agriculture and the abun- 
dance of modern industry without making 
large investments in human beings. 

Truly, the most distinctive feature of our 
economic system is the growth in human 
capital. Without it there would be only hard, 
manual work and poverty except for those 
who have income from property. There is an 
early morning scene in Faulkner's Intruder 
in the Dust, of a poor, solitary cultivator at 
work in a field. Let me paraphrase that line, 
"The man without skills and knowledge 
leaning terrifically against nothing." 


NOTES 


1. This paragraph draws on the introduction to my 
Teller Lecture [16]. 

2. Based on unpublished preliminary results ob- 
tained by Joseph Willett in his Ph.D. research at 
the University of Chicago. 

3. I leave aside here the difficulties inherent in 
identifying and measuring both the nonhuman 
capital and the income entering into estimates of 
this ratio. There are index number and aggregation 
problems aplenty, and not all improvements in the 


INVESTMENT IN HUMAN CAPITAL 


quality of this capital have been accounted for, as I 
shall note later. 

4. Even so, our observed return can be either nega- 
tive, zero or positive because our observations are 
drawn from a world where there is uncertainty and 
imperfect knowledge and where there are windfall 
gains and losses and mistakes aplenty. 

5. In principle, the value of the investment can be 
determined by discounting the additional future 
earnings it yields just as the value of a physical 
capital good can be determined by discounting its 
income stream. 

6. Health economics is in its infancy; there are two 
medical journals with “economics” in their titles, 
two bureaus for economic research in private as- 
sociations (one in the American Medical and the 
other in the American Dental Association), and not 
a few studies and papers by outside scholars. Selma 
Mushkin’s survey is very useful with its pertinent 
economic insights, though she may have underes- 
timated somewhat the influence of the economic 
behavior of people in striving for health [14]. 

7. For instance, the income elasticity of the de- 
mand for food continues to be positive even after 
the point is reached where additional food no 
longer has the attribute of a “producer good.” 

8. Based on comments made by Harold F. Clark at 
the Merrill Center for Economics, summer 1959; 
also, see [4]. 

9. Based on observations made by a team of U. S. 
economists of which I was a member, see Saturday 
Rev., Jan. 21, 1961. 

10. Becker has also noted still another implication 
arising out of the fact that the income and capital 
investment aspects of on-the-job training are tied 
together, which gives rise to “permanent” and 
“transitory” income effects that may have sub- 
Stantial explanatory value. 

11. Had other things stayed constant this suggests 
an income elasticity of 3.5. Among the things that 
did change, the prices of educational services rose 
relative to other consumer prices, perhaps offset in 
part by improvements in the quality of educational 
Services, 

12. This of course assumes among other things 
that the relationship between gross and net have 
not changed or have changed in the same propor- 
tion. Estimates are from my essay, “Education and 
Economic Growth" [19]. 

13. From [19, Sec. 4]. These estimates of the 
Stock of education are tentative and incomplete. 
They are incomplete in that they do not take into 
account fully the increases in the average life of 
this form of human capital arising out of the fact 
that relatively more of this education is held by 
younger people in the labor force than was true in 
earlier years; and, they are incomplete because no 
adjustment has been made for the improvements in 
education over time, increasing the quality of a 
Year of school in ways other than those related to 
changes in the proportions represented by elemen- 
tary, high school and higher education. Even so the 
Stock of this form of human capital rose 8.5 times 
between 1900 and 1956 while the stock of repro- 
ducible nonhuman capital increased only 4.5 times, 
both in constant 1956 prices. 
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14. In value terms this stock of education was 
only 22 per cent as large as the stock of repro- 
ducible physical capital in 1900, whereas in 1956 it 
already had become 42 per cent as large. 
15. Several comments are called for here. (1) The 
return to high school education appears to have 
declined substantially between the late 'thirties and 
early "fifties and since then has leveled off, perhaps 
even risen somewhat, indicating a rate of return 
toward the end of the ’fifties about as high as that 
to higher education. (2) The return to college ed- 
ucation in the case of nonwhite urban males, of 
late thirties in spite of the rapid influx of college- 
trained individuals into the labor force. (3) 
Becker's estimates based on the difference in in- 
come between high school and college graduates 
based on urban males adjusted for ability, race, 
unemployment and mortality show a return of 9 
per cent to total college costs including both earn- 
ings foregone and conventional college costs, pub- 
lic and private and with none of these costs 
allocated to consumption (see his paper given at 
the American Economic Association meeting, 
December 1959 [2]). (4) The returns to this ed- 
ucation in the case of nonwhite urban males, or 
rural males, and of females in the labor force may 
have been somewhat lower (see Becker [2]). (5) 
My own estimates, admittedly less complete than 
those of Becker and thus subject to additional 
qualifications, based mainly on lifetime income 
estimates of Herman P. Miller [12], lead to a 
return of about 11 per cent to both high school 
and college education as of 1958. See [19, Sec. 5]. 
Whether the consumption component in 
education will ultimately dominate, in the sense 
that the investment component in education will 
diminish as these expenditures increase and a point 
will be reached where additional expenditures for 
education will be pure consumption (a zero return 
on however small a part one might treat as an 
investment), is an interesting speculation. This may 
come to pass, as it has in the case of food and 
shelter, but that eventuality appears very remote 
presently in view of the prevailing investment value 
of education and the new demands for knowledge 
and skill inherent in the nature of our technical 
and economic progress. 
16. The returns on this consumer capital will not 
appear in the wages and salaries that people earn. 
17. Real income doubled, rising from $150 to 
$302 billion in 1956 prices. Eighty-nine billions of 
the increase in real income is taken to be unex- 
plained, or about 59 per cent of the total increase. 
The stock of education in the labor force rose by 
$355 billion of which $69 billion is here allocated 
to the growth in the labor force to keep the per- 
worker stock of education constant, and $286 
billion represents the increase in the level of this 
stock. See [19, Sec. 6] for an elaboration of the 
method and the relevant estimates. 
18. In per cent, the lower estimate came out to 29 
per cent and the upper estimate to 56 per cent. 
19. I am indebted to Milton Friedman for bringing 
this issue to the fore in his comments on an early 
draft of this paper. See preface of [7] and also 
Jacob Mincer's pioneering paper REE 
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17. Education and Economic Equality 


However much they may differ on other 
matters, the left, the center, and the right all 
affirm the central importance of education 
as a means of solving our social problems, 
especially poverty. To be sure, they see the 
education system іп starkly contrasting 
terms. The left argues that the inferior ed- 
ucation of the poor and of the minorities 
reflects a discriminatory effort to prevent 
them from competing with better-educated 
groups, to force them into menial, low-in- 
come jobs. The right argues that the poor are 
poor because they have failed to work hard 
and get the education which is open to 
them. Moderates usually subscribe to some 
mixture of these arguments: The poor are 
poor because they have gotten bad educa- 
tions, partly as a result of inadequately 
funded and therefore inferior school sys- 
tems, but partly also as a result of sociologi- 
cal factors (e.g., disrupted families) that 
prevent poor children from absorbing the 
education that is available. Yet despite these 
differences, people at all points of the politi- 
cal spectrum agree that, if they were running 
the country, education policy would be the 
cornerstone of their effort to improve the 
condition of the poor and the minorities: If 
the poor or the minorities were better ed- 
ucated, they could get better jobs and higher 
income. This idea has had a profound influ- 
ence on public policy in the last decade. 

This acceptance of the efficacy of educa- 
tion is itself derived from a belief in the 
standard economic theory of the labor 
market. According to this theory, the labor 
market exists to match labor demand with 
labor supply. At any given time, the pattern 
of matching and mismatching gives off 
various signals: Businesses are “told” to raise 
wages or redesign jobs in skill-shortage 
sectors, or to lower wages in skill-surplus 
sectors; individuals are "told" to acquire 
skills in high-wage sectors and are dis- 
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couraged from seeking skills and jobs in 
sectors where wages are low and skills are in 
surplus. Each skill market is “cleared,” in 
the short run, by increases or reductions in 
wages, and by a combination of wage 
changes, skill changes, and production-tech- 
nique changes over the long run. The result, 
according to the theory, is that each person 
in the labor market is paid at the level of his 
marginal productivity. If he adds $3,000 to 
total economic output, he is paid $3,000; if 
he adds $8,000, he is paid $8,000. 

This theory posits wage competition as 
the driving force of the labor market. It 
assumes that people come into the labor 
market with a definite, pre-existing set of 
skills (or lack of skills), and that they then 
compete against one another on the basis of 
wages. According to this theory, education is 
crucial because it creates the skills which 
people bring into the market. This implies 
that any increase in the educational level of 
low-income workers will have three power- 
ful—and beneficial—effects. First, an educa- 
tional program that transforms a low-skill 
person into a high-skill person raises his 
productivity and therefore his earnings. 
Second, it reduces the total supply of low- 
skill workers, which leads in turn to an in- 
crease in their wages. Third, it increases the 
supply of high-skill workers, and this lowers 
their wages. The net result is that total out- 
put rises (because of the increase in pro- 
ductivity among formerly uneducated 
workers), the distribution of earnings be- 
comes more equal, and each individual is still 
rewarded according to merit. What could be 
more ideal? 

Empirical studies seemingly have con- 
firmed this theory. The economic literature 
on “human capital” is full of articles that 
estimate the economic rate of return for 
different levels of education; while the re- 
sults differ slightly depending on the data 
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and methods used, most studies find a rate 
of return on higher education slightly above 
10 per cent per year for white males. This 
rate of return, as it happens, is approxi- 
mately the same as that of investments in 
“physical capital" (e.g., new machines). 
From these findings, two conclusions seem 
to follow. First, educational investment pro- 
duces just as much additional output as 
physical investments in plant and capital; 
and second, education is a powerful tool for 
altering the distribution of income in soci- 
ety. Such calculations are in common use in 
discussions of public education policy, and 
they form a major justification for heavy 
public investment in education. 

Yet, despite this seeming confirmation, 
there is reason to doubt the validity of this 
view of the labor market and the importance 
of the economic role it assigns to education. 
As we shall see, a large body of evidence 
indicates that the American labor market is 
characterized less by wage competition than 
by job competition. That is to say, instead 
of people looking for jobs, there are jobs 
looking for people—for “suitable” people. In 
a labor market based on job competition, 
the function of education is not to confer 
skill and therefore increased productivity 
and higher wages on the worker; it is rather 
to certify his "trainability" and to confer 
upon him a certain status by virtue of this 
certification. Jobs and higher incomes are 
then distributed on the basis of this certified 
Status. To the extent that job competition 
rather than wage competition prevails in the 
American economy, our long-standing be- 
liefs about both the economic benefits of 
education and the efficacy of education as a 
social policy which makes for greater 
equality may have to be altered, 


DEFECTS OF THE "WAGE 
COMPETITION" THEORY 


While it is possible to raise a number of 
theoretical objections against the “human 
capital" calculations which seem to confirm 
the wage competition theory, it is more 
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instructive to see if in our actual post-war 
experience, existing educational programs 
have had the effects that the wage competi- 
tion theory would predict. In fact, there are 
a number of important discrepancies. The 
first arises from the fact that, in the real 
world, the distributions of education and IQ 
are more equal than the distribution of in- 
come, as Figure I indicates. The usual ex- 
planation for this disparity is that income is 
disproportionately affected by the combina- 
tion of education and intelligence. This 
would explain the wider dispersion of in- 
come than of education or intelligence—but 
it cannot explain the markedly different 
shapes of the distributions. Clearly, other 
factors are at work. 

A second discrepancy is revealed by the 
fact that, while the distribution of education 
has moved in the direction of greater 
equality over the post-war period, the dis- 
tribution of income has not. In 1950, the 
bottom fifth of the white male population 
had 8.6 per cent of the total number of 
years of education, while the top fifth had 
31.1 per cent (See Table 1). By 1970, the 
share of the bottom fifth had risen to 10.7 
per cent and that of the top fifth had 
dropped to 29.3 per cent. According to the 
wage competition theory, this should have 
led to a more equal distribution of earnings, 
whereas in fact the distribution of income 
among white males has become more 
unequal, as Table 2 indicates. From 1949 to 
1969, the share of total income going to the 
lowest fifth has dropped from 3.2 per cent 
to 2.6 per cent while the share going to the 
highest fifth rose from 44.8 per cent to 46.3 
per cent. Empirically, education has not 
been having the equalizing impact that the 
rate-of-return calculations would have led 
one to expect. 

Black/white income gaps reveal the same 
discrepancies. From 1952 to 1968, the mean 
education of black male workers rose from 
67 per cent to 87 per cent of that of white 
male workers—yet median wage and salary 
incomes rose only from 58 per cent to 66 
per cent. Most of this increase, moreover, 
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Figure 1. Distribution of Income, Education, and Intelligence (IQ) of Males Twenty-five 


Years of Age and Over in 1965. 


Sources: Income data from U.S, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 51 
“Income in 1965 of Families and Persons in the United States” (1967), р. 34; education data estimated 
from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States; 1967, p. 113; IQ data from David 
Wechsler, Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale Manual (Psychological Corp., 1955), p. 20. 


can be traced to black emigration from the 
South, with its lower relative incomes for 
blacks. As a result, education does not seem 
to have equalized black and white incomes 
in the manner that the rate-of-return calcula- 
tions would indicate. 

Similarly, a more rapid rate of growth of 
education should have led to a more rapid 
growth of the economy. In the early 1950's, 
the college-educated labor force was growing 
at a rate of 3 per cent per year. In the late 
1960, it was growing at a 6 per cent rate. 


Table 1. Distribution of Educa- 
tion Among Adult White Males 


Percentage share of 
years of educational 


attainment 
1950 1970 
Lowest Fifth 8.6 10.7 
Second Fifth 164 164 
Middle Fifth 19.0 21.3 
Fourth Fifth 24.9 22.3 
Highest Fifth 311 23 


Yet there does not seem to be any evidence 
that the rate of growth of productivity of 
the economy as a whole has accelerated cor- 
respondingly. If anything, the opposite has 
happened. Productivity today may be in- 
creasing more slowly than its historic rate of 
growth of 2.9 per cent per year. 

Moreover, the entire theory assumes а 
labor market where wage competition is the 
most important short-run method for 
equilibrating the supplies and demands for 
different types of labor. Yet the real world 


Table 2. Distribution of Income 
Among Adult White Males 


Percentage shares of 
total money income 


1949 1969 
Lowest Fifth 3. 2.6 
Second Fifth 10.9 94 
Middle Fifth 17.5 16.7 
Fourth Fifth 2377 25.0 
Highest Fifth 44.8 463 
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reveals very sluggish wage adjustments in 
most sectors of the economy. Not only is 
there considerable variance in wages for dif- 
ferent individuals with the same skills; there 
is also little tendency for the existence of 
unemployment to lower wages. There may 
be many unemployed airline pilots or engi- 
neers today, but their joblessness does not 
lead to lower wages for those lucky enough 
to remain employed. In fact, wage competi- 
tion simply is not the all-pervasive force that 
economic theory supposes it to be. 

Perhaps the most devastating problem 
with the simple wage competition view is 
that it cannot explain the existence of unem- 
ployment. When the demand for labor falls, 
wages are supposed to fall until enough jobs 
have been generated to keep everyone fully 
employed at the new lower wages. Yet the 
real world is full of unemployed workers 
whose presence does not seem to have led to 
falling wages for those who are employed. 

The absence of wage competition is also 
indicated by employers’ lack of interest in 
relative wage differentials when designing 
new plants. In the several cases investigated 
by Piore and Doeringer, plant designers 
typically did not take account of (or even 
know) the relative prices of different types 
of labor when designing new plants. They 
could not economize on expensive skills 
since they did not know which skills were 
expensive and which cheap. They simply 

, used an average wage rate in making their 
calculations. 

Now there are plausible ad hoc explana- 
tions for all of these aberrant observations— 
but the necessity for so many ad hoc ex- 
planations is itself suspicious. Our experi- 
ence with large investments in higher 
education entitles us to have doubts about 
the value of education as a means of altering 
the distribution of income. In the post-war 
years, this experience has not been en- 
couraging. Large investments have been 
made. What little has happened to the post- 
war distribution of adult white male incomes 
has been contrary to expectation. Before 
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further investments are made for such pur- 
poses, we should first get clear on why past 
investments have not had the expected and 
desired results. 


THE “JOB COMPETITION" MODEL 


Governmental education and training poli- 
cies have not had the predicted impact be- 
cause they have ignored the “job competi- 
tion" elements in the labor market. In a 
labor market based on job competition, an 
individual's income is determined by (a) his 
relative position in the labor queue and (b) 
the distribution of job opportunities in the 
economy. Wages are based on the character- 
istics of the job, and workers are distributed 
across job opportunities on the basis of their 
relative position in the labor queue. The 
most preferred workers get the best (highest- 
income) jobs. According to this model, labor 
skills do not exist in the labor market; on 
the contrary, most actual job skills are ac- 
quired informally through on-the-job train- 
ing after a worker finds an entry job and a 
position on the associated promotional 
ladder. 

As a matter of fact, such a training proc- 
ess is clearly observable in the American 
economy. А survey of how American work- 
ers acquired their actual job skills found that 
only 40 per cent were using skills that they 
had acquired in formal training programs or 
in specialized education—and, of these, most 
reported that some of the skills they were 
currently using had been acquired through 
informal on-the-job training. The remaining 
60 per cent acquired all of their job skills 
through such informal on-the-job training. 
More than two-thirds of the college gradu- 
ates reported that they had acquired job 
skills through such informal processes. When 
asked to list the form of training that had 
been most helpful in acquiring their current 
job skills, only 12 per cent listed formal 
training and specialized education. 

Thus the labor market is primarily a 
market, not for matching the demands for 
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and supplies of different job skills, but for 
matching trainable individuals with training 
ladders. Because most skills are acquired on 
the job, it is the demand for job skills which 
creates the supply of job skills. The opera- 
tive problem in a job competition economy 
is to pick and train workers to generate the 
desired productivity with the least invest- 
ment in training costs. For new workers and 
for entry-level jobs, it is the “background 
characteristics” of the workers that form the 
basis of selection. Those workers whose 
backgrounds promise the lowest training 
costs will be hired. For workers with previ- 
ous job experience, existing job skills (in- 
cluding skills like reliability and punctuality) 
are relevant to the selection process to the 
extent that they might lead to lower training 
costs. 

In such a system, depending as it does on 
informal on-the-job transmission of knowl- 
edge and skills, the absence of direct wage 
competition and the restriction of any job 
competition to entry-level jobs are ab- 
solutely necessary. If workers feel that they 
are training a potential wage or job com- 
petitor every time they show another worker 
how to do their job, they have every incen- 
tive to stop giving such informal training. 
Each man, under the circumstances, would 
try to build his own little monopoly by 
hoarding skills and information and by re- 
sisting any technical improvements that 
would reduce the number of job opportuni- 
lies in his occupation. But in a training 
system where no one is trained unless a job 
is available (which is what on-the-job train- 
ing means), where strong seniority provisions 
exist, and where there is no danger of some 
competitor bidding down your wages, em- 
ployees can freely transmit information to 
new workers and more readily accept new 
techniques. If anyone is made redundant by 
such techniques, it will be a clearly defined 
minority —new workers. 

In a labor market governed by job com- 
petition, employers rank workers on a con- 
tinuum from the best potential worker 
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(trainee) to the worst potential worker 
(trainee) on the basis of estimated potential 
training costs. (Such costs certainly include 
the costs of inculcating norms of industrial 
discipline and good work habits.) But be- 
cause employers rarely have direct and 
unambiguous evidence of the specific train- 
ing costs for specific workers, they end up 
ranking workers according to their back- 
ground characteristics—age, sex, educational 
attainment, previous skills, performance on 
psychological tests, etc. Each of these is used 
as an indirect measure of the costs necessary 
to produce some standard of work perfor- 
mance. 

Entirely subjective and arbitrary elements 
may also affect the labor queue. If em- 
ployers discriminate against blacks, blacks 
will find themselves lower in the labor 
market queue than their training costs would 
warrant. To some extent, the smaller the 
actual differences in training costs, the more 
such subjective preferences can determine 
the final ordering. If every individual had 
identical training costs, blacks could be 
placed at the bottom of the labor queue 
with no loss in efficiency. 

The national labor queue depends upon 
the distribution of these background char- 
acteristics and upon employers’ ranking of 
different background characteristics. While 
no two workers may be exactly alike, the 
costs of discovering small differences are so 
large that individuals are ranked on a finite 
number of background characteristics. This 
means that there are a finite number of 
rankings in the labor queue and that many 
individuals have identical rankings. 

Jobs and their corresponding training 
ladders are distributed to individuals in order 
of their rank, working from those at the top 
of the queue down to those at the bottom. 
The best jobs go to the best workers and the 
worst jobs to the worst workers. Given a 
need for untrained labor, some workers at 
the bottom of the queue will receive little or 
no training on their jobs. In periods of labor 
scarcity, training will extend farther and 
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farther down the queue as employers аге 
forced to train more costly workers to fill 
job vacancies. In periods of labor surplus, it 
is those at the bottom of the labor queue 
who will be unemployed. 

To the extent that education and formal 
training are an important background char- 
acteristic used for screening individuals, 
alterations in the distribution of education 
can have an important impact on the shape 
of the labor queue. This queue can be skin- 
nier at the top, at the bottom, or in the 
middle. The relevant empirical question is 
the weight that is attached to education in 
screening, relative to the weight that is at- 
tached to other factors. Although this obvi- 
ously differs from job to job, educational 
screening tests are in fact ubiquitous. But 
although education can affect the shape of 
the labor queue, this does not necessarily 
mean that it can change the actual distribu- 
tion of income, This is a function, not only 
of the labor queue, but also of the distribu- 
tion of job opportunities. An equal group of 
laborers (with respect to potential training 
costs) might be distributed across a relatively 
unequal distribution of job opportunities. 
After receiving the resultant on-the-job train- 
ing, the initially equal workers would have 
unequal productivities since they would now 
have unequal skills. As a result, the distribu- 
tion of incomes is determined by the dis- 
tribution of job opportunities and not by 
the distribution of the labor queue, which 
only determines the order of access—and the 
distribution of access—to job opportunities. 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF JOB 
OPPORTUNITIES 


The shape of the job distribution (and hence 
of the income distribution) across which in- 
dividual laborers will be spread is governed 
by three sets of factors: (1) the character of 
technical progress, which generates certain 
kinds of jobs in certain proportions; (2) the 
sociology of wage determination—trade 
unions, traditions of wage differentials, etc.; 
and (3) the distribution of training costs 
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between employees and employers, which 
will influence the wage that is associated 
with each job. The interaction among these 
factors is exceedingly complicated—and little 
studied.! The outcome of such studies 
would tell us with some assurance where 
exactly the American economy is to be lo- 
cated on a continuum between a wage com- 
petition economy and a job competition 
economy. Let me point out, however, that 
observed changes over the post-war period 
are in accordance with a job competition 
model. 

If, at the beginning of the post-war 
period, an observer had been told that the 
composition of the adult white male labor 
force was going to change from 47 per cent 
with a grade school education, 38 per cent 
with a high school education, and 15 per 
cent with a college education, to 20 per cent 
with a grade school education, 51 per cent 
with a high school education, and 28 per 
cent with a college education (the actual 
1949 to 1969 changes), expectations about 
the distribution of income would have been 
very different depending upon whether the 
observer subscribed to a job competition 
model or a wage competition model. As- 
suming there were no offsetting changes on 
the demand side of the market, the observer 
subscribing to a wage competition model of 
the economy would have predicted a sub- 
stantial equalization of earnings. But the ob- 
server subscribing to the job competition 
model would have predicted something quite 
different. He would have expected an equali- 
zation of income within the most preferred 
group (college-educated workers), a rise in 
its incomes relative to other groups, and a 
decrease relative to the national average. He 
would have reasoned as follows: As the most 
preferred group expanded, it would filter 
down the job distribution into lower-paying 
jobs. This would lead to a fall in wages 
relative to the national average. As it moved 
into a denser portion of the national job 
(income) distribution, it would, however, ex- 
perience within-group equalization of in- 
come. By taking what had previously been 
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the best high school jobs, college incomes 
would rise relative to high school incomes. 

Such a prediction would have been cor- 
rect. The proportion of college incomes 
going to the poorest 25 per cent of white 
male college-educated workers rose from 6.3 
to 9.0 per cent from 1949 to 1969, while 
the proportion going to the richest 25 per 
cent fell from 53.9 per cent to 46.0 per cent. 
While the median income of college-edu- 
cated workers was rising from 198 per cent 
to 254 per cent of the median for grade- 
school-educated workers and from 124 per 
cent to 137 per cent of the median for 
high-school-educated workers, it was falling 
from 148 per cent to 144 per cent of the 
national median. 

As the least preferred group (those with a 
grade school education) contracted in size, a 
job competition observer would have ex- 
pected it to be moving out of the denser 
regions of the income distribution and be- 
coming more and more concentrated on the 
lower tail of the income distribution. Given 
the shape of the lower tail of the American 
income distribution, such a movement 
would have led to falling relative incomes 
and increasing income equality. In fact, the 
incomes of grade school laborers have fallen 
from 50 per cent to 39 per cent of college 
incomes and from 63 per cent to 54 per cent 
of high school incomes. The income going to 
the poorest 25 per cent of all grade school 
laborers has risen from 2.9 per cent to 6.6 
per cent of the group’s total, and the income 
going to the richest 25 per cent has fallen 
from 53.5 per cent to 49.4 per cent. 

Predictions of the position of the middle 
group (the high-school-educated) would have 
depended upon an analysis of the relative 
densities of the income distribution at its 
margin with the college-educated and the 
grade-school-educated. Since the American 
income distribution is denser on the margin 
with the grade-school-educated than on the 
margin with the college-educated, an expan- 
sion in the size of the middle group should 
have led to more within-group equality, an 
income rise relative to the grade-school-ed- 
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ucated, and an income fall relative to the 
college-educated. In fact, the proportion of 
income going to the poorest 25 per cent of 
all the high-school-educated has risen from 
8.2 per cent to 10.2 per cent, while the 
proportion going to the highest 25 per cent 
has fallen from 46.0 per cent to 41.6 per 
cent. High school incomes have risen relative 
to grade school incomes (from 160 per cent 
to 185 per cent) and fallen relative to college 
incomes (from 81 per cent to 73 per cent). 

An alternative method for viewing the 
same changes is to look at the probability 
each of these educational groups has of hold- 
ing a job at different levels in the American 
job hierarchy. The increasing economic seg- 
regation based on education can be seen in 
Table 3, where each cell has been adjusted 
for changes in the proportions of those with 
college, high school, and grade school educa- 
tions. (The table is constructed so that each 
cell would have the number 1.000 if incomes 
were randomly drawn with respect to educa- 
tion.) In 1949, a college graduate was six 
times as likely to hold a job in the top tenth 
of jobs as a grade school graduate, but by 
1969 he was 15 times as likely to hold a job 
in the top tenth. Conversely, the probability 
of a grade school graduate holding a job in 
the lowest tenth has risen from three to six 
times that of a college graduate. Similarly, 
probabilities of holding the best job have 
risen for college graduates relative to high 
school graduates (from 2.5 to 4 times those 
of high school graduates), while there has 
been a rise in relative probabilities of holding 
the worst jobs for high school graduates 
(from 1.2 to 1.5 times those of college 
graduates). Extrapolation of these trends for 
another 20 years would lead to a world 
where income was almost perfectly segre- 
gated according to education. 

Although the job competition model 
seems to “post-cast” accurately what hap- 
pened to the American distribution of in- 
come in the post-war period, post-casting is 
not a definitive test, and there are other 
possible explanations for what happened in 
the post-war period. One explanation would 
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Table 3. Normalized Probabilities (Adult White Males).! 


Per cent of total males in each job class, in 1950 & 1970, 
by educational attainment (divided by per cent of total 
males with that educational attainment that year) 


Elementary High school College 
Quality of jobs (determined by income of 
total males with income, 25 yrs. & older) (1950) (1970) (1950) (1970) (1950) (1970) 
10% Best Jobs—1950: $5,239.3 & up 
1970: $15,000 & up 436 714 1.066 .648 2.715 2.549 
2nd Best 10%—1950: $4,028.84—$5,239.2 
1970: $12,506.26—$14,999 DEEP MERERI 1:337 1130 1.523 1.468 

3rd 1075—1950: $3,519.7—$4,028.83 

1970: $10,012.9—$12,506.25 SHE 9585 1.354 1.130 .940 1.468 
4th 10%—1950: $3,025.2-$3,519.6 

1970: $8,752-$10,012.8 1761 1:621 1.354 1.248 .927 .960 
Sth 10%—1950: $2,553.6-$3,025.1 

1970: $7,573.9-$8,751 2952. .692 1.221 1.251 .649 :881 
6th 1075—1950: $2,101—$2,553.5 

1970: $6,449.6-$7,573.8 1.079 .871 1.069 1.238 .5695 .704 
7th 1075—1950: $1,530-$2,100 

1970: $5,148.3-$6,449.5 1.93 1.128 .910 1.148 .5629 .586 
8th 10%—1950: $706—$1,529 

1970: $3,576.6-$5,148.2 1.328 1.564 .708 .933 .5827  .500 
9th 10%—1950: $270.6—$705 

1970: $2,008.2-$3,576.5 1.500 1.960 .527 712 4304 468 
10% Worst Jobs-1950: $0—$270.5 

1970: $0-$2008.1 1458 2.303 564 p52) 4768 .3818 


‘Figures for: 1950—Мопеу Income in 1949, Population in 1950; 1970—Money Income in 1969, 


Population in 1970. 


be that increasing technical progress has 
simply made education more necessary for 
acquiring income-producing skills. Training 
costs differentials have risen, and this could 
explain the increasing economic segregation 
based on education. Another explanation 
would be that higher education has become 
more meritocratic in the post-war period 
(ї.е., it is becoming more perfectly cor- 
related with other — income-producing 
factors), which would create the appearance 
of more economic segregation based on 
education. Still another explanation would 
be that the American economy has become 
more of a “credential society,” in which 
education is used as a cheap (or defensible) 
screening device even though it is not very 
closely related to training costs. 


ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS 


While education has many non-economic 
benefits, its strictly economic benefits may 
be of three types: First, education directly 
increases the productivity of a country’s 
labor force and indirectly increases the pro- 
ductivity of its physical capital. The result is 
more output and a higher real living 
standard. Second, by altering the distribu- 
tion of individual productivities, education 
can lead to changes in the distribution of 
earned income between rich and poor. It can 
help the poor to catch up with the rich. 
Third, education can lead to economic 
mobility. Black earnings may catch up with 
white earnings, and the children of low-pro- 
ductivity parents need not themselves be 
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low-productivity individuals. It is important 
to recognize, however, that each of these 
three impacts is merely possible. They may 
or may not occur. Whether they do or do 
not is an empirical question. 

Even on the wage competition view of 
the labor market, education can be ex- 
panded to the point where it no longer in- 
creases a country’s productivity. Neverthe- 
less, large observed earnings differentials 
between the high-school-educated and the 
college-educated (after standardization for 
other factors such as 10) have been taken as 
evidence to substantiate the fact that there 
are actual gains to be made. But if there is а 
substantial element of job competition in 
the economy, education's impact on individ- 
ual productivity cannot be determined 
simply with rate-of-return calculations based 
on normalized income differentials. The 
exact impact on productivity of an altera- 
tion in the distribution of education depends 
upon a set of factors beyond the scope of 
this essay, but large observed income dif- 
ferentials could persist after the productivity 
impact of education was exhausted. An in- 
creasing supply of the college-educated 
would lead them to accept jobs farther down 
the job opportunities distribution. In the 
process, they would take the best high 
school jobs and thus bring down average 
high school incomes. This would preserve 
the observed wage differential between col- 
lege and high school labor, but the differ- 
ential would not indicate potential pro- 
ductivity gains or opportunities to equalize 
incomes between rich and poor. 

There is, then, a need to be much more 
agnostic about the productivity impacts of 
education than public rhetoric would indi- 
cate to be our present inclination. In the 
wage competition view of education, addi- 
tional education for someone with more 
education than I can never hurt my pros- 
pects. If anything, it must raise my potential 
earnings. From the job competition point of 
view, however, education may become а 
defensive necessity. As the supply of edu- 
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cated labor increases, individuals find that 
they must improve their educational level 
simply to defend their current income posi- 
tions. If they don't, others will, and they 
will find their current job no longer open to 
them. Education becomes a good invest- 
ment, not because it would raise people's 
incomes above what they would have been if 
no one had increased his education, but 
rather because it raises their income above 
what it will be if others acquire an education 
and they do not. In effect, education be- 
comes a defensive expenditure necessary to 
protect one’s "market share." The larger the 
class of educated labor and the more rapidly 
it grows, the more such defensive expendi- 
tures become imperative. Interestingly, 
many students currently object to the defen- 
sive aspects of acquiring a college education. 
This complaint makes no sense from a wage 
competition point of view, but it makes 
good sense- from a job competition point of 
view. 

While the current public policy emphasis 
on on-the-job training programs seems to fit 
in with the job competition view of the 
world, on-the-job training programs can have 
an impact only if they really lead to the 
training of a different class of workers than 
would ordinarily have been trained through 
the job market. Unfortunately, many gov- 
ernment training programs have simply led 
to the training of the groups that would have 
been trained in any case; the only operative 
difference is that government foots the train- 
ing bills. 

Based on a wage competition view of the 
labor market, government programs to 
equalize incomes and to raise the pro- 
ductivity of low-income individuals have 
been almost entirely devoted to changing the 
labor characteristics that an individual brings 
into the labor market. This is done in spite 
of the fact that individual labor characteris- 
tics typically do not explain more than half 
of the observed income differences between 
black and white, rich and poor, or male and 
female. Thus the emphasis has been entirely 
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on changing the supplies of different types 
of workers rather than the demands for dif- 
ferent types of workers. 

In addition to being uncalled for by eco- 
nomic theory, this emphasis on altering 
labor supplies is at variance with our own 
history. To find a period of increasing in- 
come equality it is necessary to go back to 
the Great Depression and World War II. 
From 1929 to 1941 the share of total in- 
come going to the bottom 40 per cent of the 
population rose from 12.5 per cent to 13.6 
per cent, while the share of income going to 
the top 5 per cent fell from 30.0 per cent to 
24.0 per cent and the share of income going 
to the top 20 per cent fell from 54.4 per 
cent to 48.8 per cent. From 1941 to 1947 
the share going to the bottom 40 per cent 
rose to 16.0 per cent, while the share going 
to the top 5 per cent fell to 20.9 per cent 
and the share going to the top 20 per cent 
fell to 46.0 per cent. In both cases altera- 
tions in the demand side, rather than the 
supply side, of the market seem to have 
provided the mechanism for equalizing in- 
comes. 

In the Great Depression an economic col- 
lapse was the mechanism for changes. In- 
dividual fortunes were lost, firms collapsed, 
and a wage structure emerged that was 
noticeably more equal than before the col- 
lapse. While interesting, the deliberate 
collapsing of an economy in order to 
equalize the distribution of income is not a 
policy that commends itself. 

The World War II period is more interest- 
ing from this vantage point. As a result of an 
overwhelming consensus that the economic 
burdens of the war should be shared equally, 
the federal government undertook two 
major actions. First, it instituted a very pro- 
gressive income tax (more progressive than 
the current federal income tax) that con- 
verted a regressive tax system into a mildly 
progressive tax system. Second, it used a 
combination of wage controls and labor con- 
trols to equalize market wages. This was 
accompanied by a conscious policy of re- 
structuring jobs to reduce skill requirements 
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and to make use of the existing skills of the 
labor force. To some extent, old skill differ- 
ences were simply cloaked with a new set of 
relative wages and, to some extent, skill dif- 
ferentials were actually collapsed. Together 
the two factors led to an equalization of 
market incomes that was not dissipated after 
the war ended. 

To some extent the wage policies of 
World War П were a deliberate—and suc- 
cessful-attempt to change the sociology of 
what constitutes "fair" wage differentials. 
As a result of the war, our judgments as to 
what constituted fair differentials changed, 
and this was reflected in wage patterns. As a 
consequence of the widespread consensus 
that wage differentials should be reduced, it 
was possible to make a deliberate attempt to 
reduce wage differentials. After they had 
been embedded in the labor market for a 
number of years, these new differentials 
came to be regarded as the “just” differen- 
tials and stuck after the egalitarian pressures 
of World War II disappeared. 

From this experience, 1 would suggest 
that any time a consensus emerges on the 
need for more equality, it can be at least 
partly achieved by making a frontal attack 
on wage differentials. Elaborate educational 
programs are not necessary. Without such a 
consensus, I would suggest, massive educa- 
tional investments are apt to be wasted. 
They simply will not bring about the desired 
equalization. 

In addition to a frontal attack on wage 
differentials, programs to alter the demands 
for different types of employees would in- 
clude research and development efforts to 
alter the skill-mix generated by technical 
progress; guaranteed government jobs; fiscal 
and monetary policies designed to create 
labor shortages; public wage scales designed 
to pressure low-wage employers; and incen- 
tives to encourage private employers to com- 
press their wage differentials. If quick results 
are desired, quotas must seriously be con- 
sidered since they are the only technique for 
quickly altering the types of laborers de- 
manded. 
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In any case, I would argue that our reli- 
ance on education as the ultimate public 
policy for curing all problems, economic and 
social, is unwarranted at best and in all 
probability ineffective. 


NOTE 


1. Further discussion of this matter may be found 
in Lester C. Thurow, “The American Distribution 
of Income: A Structural Problem,” Committee 
Print, U.S. Congress Joint Economic Committee, 
1972. 


18. Economic Theory and the Fate of the Poor 


Economists often work with abstract models 
of “perfect” economies that obey strict 
mathematical laws. In some cases this serves 
to sharpen the focus of empirical research. 
Yet when the abstractions neglect reality 
and play on minutiae, the theory can make 
for disastrous practice. Such is the case with 
modern labor theory and manpower policy. 

“Bourgeois” economics assumes that 
people try to maximize their “utility” 
within the framework of economic con- 
straints. Applied to labor, the assumption is 
that workers make the most of their condi- 
tion by investing in themselves and making 
choices between work and leisure according 
to limitations of time and the costs of 
schooling and training. Though the theory 
may be logically correct, it often leads 
economists to propose the wrong policies for 
the wrong people. The trouble lies not in the 
theory, but in the emphasis given its separate 
parts. Economists tend to focus attention on 
the maximizing behavior of individuals and 
to neglect the real economic constraints be- 
fore them. This is especially true with regard 
to the poor, 

Traditional economic theory assumes the 
existence of competitive product markets, 
adequately mobile labor, and sufficient 
labor-market information; it fails to ac- 
knowledge certain realities such as barriers 
between labor markets, the inadequacy of 
labor-market information, and unequal 
opportunities among different groups in so- 
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ciety. Competition among firms and individ- 
uals supposedly distributes workers so that 
the more skilled earn higher wages; there- 
fore, those who earn less must be less skilled, 
since each worker is paid only what he is 
“worth.” It then follows that the poor must 
be unskilled, unhealthy, or lack the proper 
work attitudes, and that the only way to 
improve their standard of living is to change 
them. Society may actually be responsible 
for the poor’s lack of education, training, 
and a healthful environment; but most 
analyses of their situation lead to policies 
based on the assumption that the fault lies 
with the poor themselves—they are blamed 
for their poverty. Policy-makers then pre- 
scribe a multitude of manpower programs 
designed to overcome one or another per- 
sonal trait in the poor that presumably con- 
tributes to unemployment or low wages. 

What economists overlook is the glaring 
fact that the economy does not create 
enough good jobs and that consequently 
many people with adequate skills are denied 
adequate employment. Because of racism, 
sexism, regional limitations, and the risk 
attached to geographic and employment 
mobility, millions of workers have no jobs. 
Millions more are trapped in jobs that fail to 
pay a living wage. The basic structure of the 
economy is such that it creates good jobs 
and bad ones and then parcels them out on 
the basis of race, sex, and luck. 

More often than not, the economist’s role 
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has been to justify this distribution of op- 
portunities, not change it. Rarely is the 
structure of the economy considered at fault 
for the poverty of the poor. And even less 
frequently do economists propose solutions 
aimed at the structure of the labor market 
instead of the behavior and characteristics of 
its victims. 


A HISTORICAL REVIEW OF LABOR 
ECONOMICS 


Although it is true that economists seldom 
defend the economically disadvantaged, it is 
not true that economists have always ig- 
nored the structural characteristics of in- 
dividual labor markets. The currently 
accepted view of labor economics, that 
associated with the *human-capital" school, 
is not the only view of labor-market dy- 
namics. It presently holds sway among aca- 
demicians and policy-makers, but other 
labor-market paradigms do exist, and new 
ones are being developed. The policy im- 
plications of the conflicting paradigms are at 
such variance that they deserve more atten- 
tion. 

In the 1940s and 19505, labor economists 
recognized the importance of barriers to 
mobility and the inadequacy of labor-market 
information. Many institutional factors were 
Observed to impinge on the wage-determina- 
tion process—e.g., government regulation, 
minimum wage legislation, unionization. 
Even the founders of the neoclassical analy- 
sis were 


troubled by the “peculiarities” of the labor 
market—the fact that the worker sells him- 
self with his services, that his immediate 
financial need may place him at a disad- 
vantage in negotiating with employers, that 
he is influenced by nonpecuniary motives, 
that he has limited knowledge of alternative 
opportunities, and that there are numerous 
objective barriers to free movement of 
Іађог.! 


During the 1950s, labor economists, in- 
cluding Harold Levinson, Arthur Ross, Clark 
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Kerr, Sumner Slichter, and Lloyd Reynolds, 
pursued research that asked, “What is it 
about different industries, different regions 
of the nation, and different labor markets 
that accounts for the wide variance in em- 
ployment and wage rates?"! Others won- 
dered why individual labor markets make for 
great differences in unemployment and 
underemployment. These economists were 
studying the differences in industrial struc- 
ture that were correlated with wage differen- 
tials, asking questions about the effect of 
unionization and minimum wages, and in- 
directly posing some of the right questions 
about the determinants of income distribu- 
tion. 

The critical variables were on the demand 
or industry side of the wage and employ- 
ment equation: unionization, profitability, 
government attitude toward collective 
bargaining, the firm’s ability to pay, the 
capital intensity of production, and the 
racial and sexual composition of the work 
force. It was assumed, more or less correctly, 
that the skills required for most production 
jobs and many white-collar clerical occupa- 
tions did not vary greatly between indus- 
tries, firms, and regions. 

The conclusion of much of this early re- 
search has been summed up in Sumner 
Slichter’s “Notes on the Structure of 
Wages."? His research and that of others led 
him to conclude “... that wages, within a 
considerable range, reflect managerial discre- 
tion, that where managements can easily pay 
high wages they tend to do so, and that 
where managements are barely breaking even 
they tend to keep wages down.” The impor- 
tant differences in wages paid to individuals, 
and indeed the differences in the labor-force 
status of working-class employees, were 
shown to be related to the type and place of 
industrial employment. Whether a person 
lived in Appalachia or Chicago was seen to 
have a great deal to do with the probability 
of locating employment; working in the steel 
industry versus a dry-cleaning establishment 
seemed pretty much to determine income. 
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Differences in education, training, skills, and 
“discipline” were considered to have some 
effect on labor-force status, but were by no 
means the only variables, or even the most 
critical ones. 

Although much of the early research 
failed to focus on who got into what indus- 
try and who lived where, it was assumed that 
economic minorities—Blacks, Chicanos, 
Indians, teenagers, and women—would be 
restricted to the less skilled occupations re- 
gardiless of the skill level of the worker. 

Much of this research was related to the 
key question of the day: “What is the effect 
of unions on the efficiency of labor 
markets?” Consequently, some of the more 
far-reaching implications for public policy 
were ignored even though it seemed clear 
that social policy was needed to deal with 
market barriers and industry structure. The 
creation of job opportunities as alternatives 
to both unemployment and low-wage em- 
ployment was certainly implied in this re- 
search. But the 1950s came to an end, and a 
new development in labor economics began 
to purge much of such research from the 
leading economic journals. 

In 1960, T. W. Schultz, Edward Denison, 
and Gary Becker were beginning to develop 
a coherent “human-capital” economics to 
replace the fragmented institutional and neo- 
Classical theories that had prevailed up to 
that point. By calling nearly everything that 
comprises worker productivity “human capi- 
tal,” these theorists were able, with a single 
semantic stroke, to explain all variance in 
employment status and wage rates in terms 
of the one parameter.? 

Correctly enough, the human-capital 
theorists observed the strong correlation be- 
tween education, training, skills, and com- 
petencies of the work force and the incomes 
individuals and families receive. They noted 
that physicians have more education (human 
capital) than janitors and that doctors are 
better paid. Based on so simple an observa- 
tion, the “human capitalists” extrapolated 
their finding to cover all labor-force re- 


search. Treating labor as shells into which 
human capital was poured, in greater or 
lesser amounts, they were able to “explain” 
the wages and employment of all individuals. 
Those who invested more in themselves 
would (almost automatically) find employ- 
ment more often, reap higher wages, and 
benefit from greater economic security. 

But the extrapolation of the global find- 
ing to each and every segment of the labor 
force inevitably led to critical errors and 
misconceptions, and to dangerously mis- 
taken policy implications as well. On the 
basis of their reasoning and the assumption 
that labor markets were workably competi- 
tive, the human-capital theorists concluded, 
in essence, that those who earned little, 
those who were involuntarily employed part 
time, and those who ended up with no em- 
ployment at all were unskilled and unpro- 
ductive by definition. The responsibility of 
the economic structure itself for low wages 
and unemployment was rarely considered.* 
The labor market was assumed to be perfect, 
so that once the human capital of an individ- 
ual was raised, he or she would be able to 
rise above low-wage employment, underem- 
ployment, or joblessness. The solution to the 
poverty problem thus resolved into a techni- 
cal exercise of finding the right combination 
of manpower programs or human-resource- 
development schemes to lift each individual 
from personal disadvantage. 

But many of those who suffer from low 
wages and unemployment have a consider- 
able amount of human capital. They fail to 
find jobs that pay a living wage because of 
racism, sexism, economic depression, and 
uneven economic development of industries 
and regions. Compared with some workers 
who have found steady employment in the 
high-wage industries, these workers have, in 
many cases, even more human capital, but 
happen to be the wrong color or sex, to be 
too young or too old, or to live on the 
wrong side of town or in the wrong part of 
the country. The inadequacy of the eco- 
nomic system is a more important cause of 
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poverty than the inadequacy of people. Yet 
the human-capital school has attempted to 
immunize the patient when it should have 
been eradicating the disease. 

Admittedly, the labor-market theorists of 
the 1950s underestimated important ele- 
ments on the supply or human-capital side 
of the wage and employment process. But 
the disregard of the demand side by the 
human-capital school is also in error, and 
dangerously so, since it puts the onus of 
poverty reduction on those who suffer it 
rather than on the economic system that 
promulgates it. A labor-market paradigm is 
needed that takes into consideration the 
strengths and weaknesses of both positions 
and begins to analyze both sides of the 
labor-market process. This new paradigm is 
now being developed, some of the prelimi- 
nary results are in, and more definitive con- 
clusions will soon be forthcoming.° 

Glimpses of the initial results confirm the 
suspicion that both sides of the labor-force 
equation are important. Both human-capital 
and economic-structure variables are critical 
in understanding wage determination and 
differential unemployment rates. It is be- 
coming clear that industry structural vari- 
ables such as unionization, region, and city 
size are still highly significant in explaining 
the wage rates of full-time workers even if 
human-capital variables such as education 
and job experience are taken into account. 
My own research reveals that workers who 
obtain employment in an industry that is 
highly profitable, unionized, capital inten- 
Sive, and supported by government pur- 
chases will receive higher wages even if their 
training, education, health, and discipline are 
average or below average. Workers who are 
trapped (primarily because of sex and race 
discrimination) in unorganized, less profit- 
able industries, operating with little capital 
per worker and gaining little support from 
government or foreign purchases, will be low 
paid even if they are well educated and have 
an adequate supply of human capital. 

An extremely extensive multivariate 
analysis is now under way, using a massive 
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set of data compiled on individuals, their 
occupations, and the industries in which 
they work.$ Furthermore, after extensive re- 
search, my colleagues and I have found that 
within education groups, and with race and 
sex taken into consideration, there is great 
variance in wage rates across industries." 


LOW WAGES AND THE WORKING POOR 


А good deal of current economic research 
grows out of the recent awareness that the 
majority of the poor in America work for 
their poverty. The evidence indicates that 
over 50 percent of the very poorest families 
have household heads and often additional 
family members who work. Sometimes this 
work is only part time and interrupted by 
periods of involuntary unemployment. Yet 
in at least one poor family in four, the head 
of the household is employed full time 
throughout the year. In a significant number 
of additional families, the head of the house- 
hold may not be employed full time, but 
someone else is, and the family still remains 
poor. In millions of other families not 
counted in the official poverty statistics, at 
least one person is working full time at ex- 
tremely low pay. 

Full-time wages are low enough in some 
occupations and industries that an individual 
with a moderate-sized family can work 40 
hours a week, 52 weeks a year, and still face 
the bleakest poverty. In New York City 
alone there are approximately a quarter of a 
million families whose breadwinners are 
working at full-time jobs for wages so low 
that their families are eligible for Public As- 
sistance Income Supplements under New 
York State's Home Relief Program. 
Throughout the United States this unfor- 
tunate situation is repeated over and over. In 
1968 there were 2.25 million families, with 
nearly 10 million individuals, living below 
the low-income cutoff who had family heads 
working full time all year. 

Moreover, special tabulations from the 
1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity 
clearly indicate that the low-paid are not 


ECONOMIC THEORY AND THE FATE OF THE POOR 339 


necessarily uneducated or unskilled. Over 17 
percent of all white males with full-time 
regular jobs earn $2.25 or less an hour; even 
one in eight of those who have some college 
education earn this little. For minorities the 
figures are much higher. Two of five Black 
male high-school graduates earn below this 
low-wage figure, and nearly six of ten white 
women and seven of ten Black women with 
the same amount of education fall into the 
same wage category. Even one-quarter of all 
white female college graduates working full 
time all through the year earn less than this 
wage. At the other extreme, a significant 
number of white males without a high- 
school education earn adequate incomes be- 
cause they have landed in profitable 
industries. 

For many of the low-paid, low wages are 
not due to lack of education or human capi- 
tal. Low wages are mainly the -result of 
entrapment in low-wage, nondurable, manu- 
facturing firms, retail-trade establishments, 
service industries, and, to some extent, 
wholesale trade. Being black, brown, or fe- 
male is often sufficient to narrow occupa- 
tional choice to а low-wage clerical, 
operator, laborer, or service position in one 
of these industries. Few alternative job 
opportunities are available, especially for 
those living in depressed regions of the 
country. Since these workers are crowded 
into industries that already have a reduced 
ability to pay, wages are forced even lower 
by the sheer “oversupply” of labor. 

Given the opportunity to escape to the 
high-wage sector, many low-wage workers 
would perform admirably. Without years of 
extra education, without massive doses of 
institutional and on-the-job training, without 
learning a new "industrial discipline," many 
low-wage workers could fit into a unionized, 
profitable, capital-intensive industry and 
begin to earn a living wage. High-wage firms 
that have waived credentials in order to hire 
high-school dropouts and even the hard-core 
unemployed report that with little special 
training, these new workers assume a pro- 
ductivity and an industrial discipline charac- 


teristic of their normal employees. 
Nevertheless, until very recently, the core of 
antipoverty strategy consisted of manpower 
training and human-resource development 
rather than job development, The human- 
capital school dominated in the choice of 
social policy. 

At best, the results from following this 
policy direction have been mixed. For those 
who completed training under the Man- 
power Development and Training Act 
(MDTA), only three of five advanced in pay 
during the middle 1960s, and the increased 
earnings were quite small. According to the 
largest study of MDTA, involving over 
100,000 institutional training graduates, the 
average wage for males after training was 
only $2.06 per hour, 27 percent higher than 
the average pretraining wage rate. For fe- 
males the post-training wage was boosted to 
$1.53, less than 20 percent above pretraining 
average earnings. These results are for people 
who actually finished the program and 
found jobs. Thousands of others failed to 
complete programs, and still others finished 
training but were unable to find suitable 
employment. Another of the federal man- 
power programs, On-the-Job Training (OJT), 
has provided more people directly with jobs; 
but the training component appears to be a 
subsidy for specific job training that the 
employer would normally have provided.? 

The important point is not that man- 
power training is irrelevant in improving the 
condition of the economically disad- 
vantaged, but that for many workers, the 
major problem is the total lack of good jobs. 
The major policy thrust must be in the direc- 
tion of creating adequate jobs for people to 
fill, not training people for nonexistent jobs. 
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19. Education and the Capitalist Labor Market 


A certain bewilderment can be noticed 
today, both among those responsible for the 
national educational policies and among 
scholars of educational economy. This is a 
result of the collapse of those predictions, 
formulated not long ago, that forecast that 
with the development of the economy there 
would be an increase in the need for skilled 
personnel, that is, for those with secondary 
or higher education. In Italy, for example, 
the same sources that at the beginning of the 
sixties predicted a dramatic lack of skilled 
manpower, and therefore pressed for a rapid 
increase in scholarization at all levels, today 
write, in a self-critical key: 


The quantitative increase in education has 
also coincided with an “enlightened” philo- 
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sophy of development that ascribes to ed- 
ucation too many chances for social and 
economic evolution. In reality, numerous 
problems are left open.... But the most 
significant point lies not so much in the 
disillusionment about certain enlightened 
hopes as in the fact that the growth of 
education is a source of new problems. The 
key problem concerns the imbalance, by 
now structural, between the scholastic yield 
and the possibilities of introducing this flux 
into working activity. (emphasis in the ori- 
ginal)! 


In fact, we do not today possess a satis- 
factory theory on the relationships between 
the development of education and the evolu- 
tion of the economic system’s labor demand. 
Is mass scholarization to the level of second- 


This article first appeared as ‘‘Istruzione e mercato capitalistico del laboro" in Scuola e mercato del lavoro 
(Bologna: 11 Mulino, 1973), pp. 42—49. English translation by Hugh Ward-Perkins. 
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ary or high school in the more advanced 
capitalist countries useful to the labor 
market, or does it represent a factor of im- 
balance, and in the long run of overflow, in 
the market? This is the question that is to be 
found at the heart of the theoretical and 
political debate on schools, both in Italy and 
elsewhere. 

In these pages we certainly do not intend 
to provide an exhaustive answer to this ques- 
tion. Our aim, which is much more modest, 
is to demonstrate how a “rereading” of 
Marx, and in particular of certain passages in 
Das Kapital devoted to the subject of the 
“large-scale industry" and the reconstitution 
of a “relative overpopulation,” can help us 
considerably in establishing a correct ap- 
proach to the problem. 

Certainly, the studies recently carried out 
in the field of “human capital” show that 
there is quite a close connection between the 
diffusion of higher secondary education and 
economic development. Harbison and Myers, 
for example, found, for seventy-five coun- 
tries at different levels of economic develop- 
ment, significant correlations between the 
national income per capita and a series of 
indices concerning the level of education 
among the population and the labor forces. 
The most significant correlations are those 
between the national income per capita and: 
attendance of elementary school (0.67); at- 
tendance of the lower secondary school 
(0.82); attendance of the higher secondary 
School (0.82); number of physicists per 
10,000 inhabitants (0.70); and number of 
Scientists and engineers per 10,000 inhabi- 
tants (0.83).? Similarly Denison, who is, as 
is well known, analyzing the contribution of 
a variety of factors to the growth of real 
income in America between 1929 and 1957, 
estimates the contribution of the qualitative 
variations in the labor factor as being ap- 
proximately one-quarter of the average an- 
nual rate of real growth in the income itself 
(and it must be noted that education 
emerges as the element by far the most re- 
sponsible for the qualitative variations in the 
labor factor)? 


The connection that has been observed 
between education and economic develop- 
ment, however, does not necessarily mean 
that the raising of the standard of education 
for the labor forces is a requisite of eco- 
nomic development. It could also mean that, 
following an increase in income, the inclina- 
tion on the part of the population to receive 
a secondary and higher education, and the 
objective possibility of their attaining it, also 
increase. The same Harbison and Myers also 
observe in their conclusions: 


Except in the case of a few professions, 
there is no precise relationship between oc- 
cupations and educational background. Опе“ 
cannot be sure whether an administrator or 
manager must have a university education. 
In many African countries elementary 
school teachers have only a primary educa- 
tion, whereas in the advanced countries they 
require completion of some form of higher 
education. Presumably, skilled craftsmen 
need a second-level education, yet petroleum 
companies have demonstrated that men who 
are hardly literate can be trained as painters, 
carpenters or welders in less than a year. As 
we have indicated already the supply of 
educated manpower determines in part the 
demand also. In similar activities, an ad- 
vanced country will absorb many more 
highly educated persons than a less de- 
veloped country. And in less developed 
countries, certain production processes can 
be designed to utilize effectively persons 
with very limited education. 


On the other hand we have seen that in 
particular situations of social mobilization, 
as for example during the war effort in the 
United States in the years 1940—1945, large 
quotas of manpower lacking any kind of 
secondary education or professional qualifi- 
cation (such as women, colored people, and 
young men) showed themselves to be per- 
fectly capable of performing those functions 
of skilled labor left vacant by the men called 
to the front? Finally and more generally, 
various inquiries have shown that often for 
the same type of work the formal educa- 
tional qualifications required of the new 
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work recruits are far higher than those ге- 
quired of the preceding generation.® 

From this point of view, we are far from 
being able to recognize the existence of a 
cause-and-effect relationship between eco- 
nomic development and the diffusion of 
scholarity. The examples mentioned above 
suggest, rather, that the employment of 
more educated manpower depends on the 
characteristics of the market, that is, on the 
greater availability of educated manpower. 
Against the “enlightened” hypothesis of the 
economic system’s growing “need for educa- 
tion,” one might set up a hypothesis that 
reverses the relationship between the de- 
mand and the supply of labor: in this case, 
scholarization would seem to respond to an 
independent mechanism of “pressure from 
below” on the part of increasing quotas of 
the population, to which the economic 
system would be compelled, in the long run, 
to conform. 

It is clear, however, that this second hy- 
pothesis, if fully analyzed, presents a pros- 
pect of substantial incompatibility, if not of 
contradictoriness, between the development 
of education and the functioning of the 
labor market. In fact, how can the economic 
system manage to absorb indefinitely the 
growing quotas of increasingly more ed- 
ucated manpower when it plainly has no 
need for them? 

Would one, therefore, inevitably arrive at 
a systematic under-use of human resources, 
through the exclusion from productive life 
of those who plainly have the skill yet lack 
the formal educational requirements, and 
above all through the allocation of educated 
personnel to unskilled jobs? The hypothesis 
of a process of scholarization independent of 
the requirements of economic development 
results, therefore, in a prospect of endemic 
excess or waste as far as qualified manpower 
is concerned, and, for that very reason, of 
imbalance and overflow in the labor market. 

On the other hand, one would arrive at 
the same conclusions if one examined the 
problem from the point of view of the evolu- 
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tion of the content of education, which 
appears to become more and more separated 
from the training requirements of specific 
professional duties. As, in fact, has recently 
been observed: 


Its formative autonomy implies that the 
school assumes the task of imparting a sum 
of knowledge and practical skills that cannot 
in any way be associated with what today 
one understands as manpower. Indeed, 
today schools do not produce, or form, man- 
power, but instead a mass that is far more 
articulate and developed in its skills than 
that which the economic apparatus directly 
uses. There is, it is true, a tendency to im- 
prove, by means of education, the utility 
value of labor, but one cannot say that the 
schools form just this utility value or, in 
other words, purely that knowledge that the 
productive process will use. It is, in fact, a 
characteristic of more mature capitalism to 
find itself in a situation of growing dis- 
crepancy between potential skills (either dif- 
fuse or produced through the schools) and 
the skills that are actually employed.... 
The separation of the values that regulate 
the allocation of labor roles from the values 
imparted by the schools has the result of 
emphasizing the derivative and transitory 
character of the values of the labor market. 
The transformation of the school... thus 
becomes an essential part of a project for 
exceeding the labor market." 


Certainly the interpretation is in sub- 
stance correct. There is no doubt that at this 
level of generalization the hypothesis of 
independence, and in fact of a tendential 
contradictoriness, between  scholarization 
and the requirements of the economic sys- 
tem seems more comprehensive than the 
alternative hypothesis of a growing need for 
education being stimulated by technical and 
economic progress. Nevertheless, we must 
analyze the problem in more detail. In order 
to ascertain the validity of the hypothesis, 
we must consider how, in given historical 
situations in particular countries, certain ad- 
vances in scholarization and certain changes 
in the educational system have functioned, 
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with respect to the changes in the labor 
market and with respect to the mechanism 
of economic development. 

There is no need to mention that there is 
an almost complete lack of analyses at this 
level. (A consequence of this has been the 
weakness of many of the political interpreta- 
tions of the role of the school that have had 
currency in the last few years in the student 
movement and in those political forces that 
have been strongly committed to the world 
of the school.) In fact, even if the general 
hypothesis is completely valid as an indica- 
tion of a trend, it cannot necessarily be 
turned into an explanatory key that may be 
used to interpret any given historical situa- 
tion. The “growth on itself" mechanism of 
scholarization represents, certainly, an ele- 
ment of imbalance and, in the long run, of 
contradiction in relation to the labor 
market, but the imbalance can reveal itself 
to be more or less intense and the contradic- 
tion more or less decisive, depending on the 
presence (or absence) of a series of cir- 
cumstances connected with the particular 
structure of the economic development and 
the political forces in each country. For ex- 
ample (to anticipate a point that we will 
discuss further on), it is possible that a par- 
ticular type of progress in scholarization, 
such as the birth and development of the 
mass secondary school, can in certain cases 
(such as the United States) be completely in 
harmony with the logic and requirements of 
the national economic development, whereas 
in other cases (such as Italy), it becomes an 
element of social and economic imbalance, 
to counteract which there have been feverish 
ex post facto attempts to reform the 
schools. 

While we may accept, then, as a general 
hypothesis the tendential contradictoriness 
between scholarization and the requirements 
of the economic system, it is clear that in 
examining the phenomenon in its concrete 
form, and with reference to specific levels of 
scholarity (for example, the development of 
the mass secondary school), one must be 


aware of its double potentiality, both as an 
instrument for integrating the subordinate 
classes into the social and economic system 
and as a factor of contradiction and excess 
in relation to the labor market. This is, in 
fact, the idea that Marx gives, so at this 
point it would perhaps be helpful to reread 
the well-known passage in Das Kapital de- 
voted to the relationship between education 
and the development of large-scale industry: 


... Large-scale industry, on the other 
hand, through its catastrophes imposes the 
necessity of recognising, as a fundamental 
law of production, variation of work, conse- 
quently fitness of the labourer for varied 
work, consequently the greatest possible 
development of his varied aptitudes. It also 
becomes a question of life and death that 
the monstrosity of an unhappy reserve army 
of labour kept at the disposal of capital for 
its varying needs in the way of exploitation 
shall be replaced by the perfect adaptability 
of the individual human being to the chang- 
ging demands of human labour; and to 
replace the detail worker by the fully devel- 
oped individual, fit for a variety of labours 
and free to adapt himself to different social 
functions. One step already spontaneously 
taken towards effecting this revolution is the 
establishment of technological and agricul- 
tural schools, and of “écoles d'enseignement 
professionel,” in which the children of the 
working-men receive some little instruction 
in technology and in the practical handling 
of the various implements of labour. Though 
the Factory Act, that first and meagre соп- 
cession coming from capital, is limited to 
combining elementary education with work 
in the factory, there can be no doubt that 
when the working-class comes into power, as 
inevitably it must, technological instruction, 
both theoretical and practical, will take its 
place in the working-class schools. There is 
also no doubt that such revolutionary fer- 
ments, the final result of which is the aboli- 
tion of the old division of labour, are 
diametrically opposed to the capitalistic 
form of production, and to the economic 
status of the labourer corresponding to that 
form. But the historical development of the 
antagonisms is the only way in which that 
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form of production can be dissolved and а 
new form established.* 


In this passage it is clear that in Marx's 
opinion the mass diffusion of higher educa- 
tion (“technological,... theoretical апа 
practical”) is, at one and the same time, a 
requirement of the large-scale industry (for 
which it is a “question of life and death” to 
have at its disposal a versatile and “fully 
developed” labor force) and a contradiction 
of the system, “revolutionary ferments” 
destined in the long run to dissolve both the 
old division of labor and the historical 
capitalistic form of production itself. On the 
one hand, therefore, Marx describes the dif- 
fusion of education within the context of a 
reformist initiative led by large-scale indus- 
try, which in this manner manages to elimi- 
nate the “monstrosity of an unhappy reserve 
army of labour kept at the disposal of 
capital for its varying needs in the way of 
exploitation” (education, in fact, permits 
the creation of a labor force so mobile and 
versatile that it overcomes, at least in part as 
we shall see further on, the mechanism for 
fluidifying the supply of labor based on the 
permanence of a "reserve army of labour"). 

On the other hand, however, the diffu- 
sion of education to ever-increasing popula- 
tion quotas creates the background for an 
inevitable rupture in the capitalistic division 
of labor. Even if Marx does not elaborate 
further on this point, it seems possible to 
believe that this process occurs on account 
of the excess in the educated population 
that naturally follows the growth “on itself” 
of scholarization; that is, we would be wit- 
nessing the formation of an “educated rela- 
tive overpopulation,” which, even if during a 
preliminary period it appears to be func- 
tioning in accordance with the requirements 
of large-scale industry, subsequently grows 
to become an element of imbalance and 
rupture in the capitalistic organization of 
labor. 

The point that Marx makes, then, is that 
in order to understand how far the process 
of scholarization responds to a requirement 
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of development on the part of capitalism, 
and how far, on the other hand, it comes 
into contradiction with it, one must analyze 
historically how this process stands in rela- 
tion to the observable changes in the impor- 
tance and type of "relative overpopulation." 
It is in this direction, therefore, that analysis 
must be directed. With this object in mind, 
the “rereading” of Marx can be aided by the 
introduction of a convenient schematization 
that divides the evolution of the capitalistic 
labor market into three phases. 

In the initial phase of capitalistic develop- 
ment, the need for manpower has essentially 
two characteristics: on the one hand, it is 
concerned with unskilled manpower (largely 
made up of women and children); on the 
other hand, it is concerned with the great 
masses of workers that are suddenly required 
by the expansion of new markets and the 
opening of whole new branches of produc- 
tion. “The mass of social wealth"—vwrites 
Marx—“which ^ becomes superabundant 
owing to the advance of accumulation and 
transformable into additional capital, 
urgently seeks investment, either in old 
branches of production for whose products 
the market has suddenly expanded, or else in 
newly formed branches (such as railways, 
etc.), the need for which has grown out of 
the development of the old ones. In all such 
cases, it is essential that there should be a 
possibility of providing great masses of 
workers whose activities can be engaged at 
the decisive points without any interruption 
in the work of production in other spheres. 
Overpopulation supplies these masses." ? 

There are, above all, two mechanisms that 
ensure the continual availability of man- 
power during this phase: first, the capital- 
istic penetration into precapitalistic sectors 
and areas (agriculture, artisan work, etc.), 
thereby requiring the proletarianization of 
large number of independent workers, and 
second, the reinvestment of capital in more 
modern machinery and techniques, which 
continually “liberate” labor. To these two 
principal mechanisms can be made to corre- 
spond the two chief types of overpopulation 


EDUCATION AND THE CAPITALIST LABOR MARKET 345 


singled out by Marx, namely, the “latent” 
overpopulation of the precapitalistic sectors 
and areas, which is made available by the 
penetration of capitalistic production, and 
the “fluid” or “fluctuating” overpopulation 
that moves from one sector to another and 
from one factory to another under the pres- 
sure of technical progress. 

Immediately beside these two types Marx 
places a third: the “stagnant” overpopula- 
tion, which is composed of the quota of 
manpower that has been expelled from 
production and that remains permanently on 
the margins of working activity, or at least 
on the margins of the more stable activity 
assured by the more advanced industrial 
sectors. (The “principal form” of the stag- 
nant overpopulation is, in fact, constituted 
by work at home.)!? 

It is not possible here to examine in any 
detail those pages in which Marx describes 
the modes of functioning of the relative 
overpopulation. Nevertheless, it is important 
to emphasize one point: the typology, men- 
tioned above, of latent, fluid, and stagnant 
overpopulation is not just descriptive. Its 
importance as an explanatory instrument 
becomes clear only when we take into 
account its dynamic aspect. As the process 
of capitalistic penetration into traditional 
areas and sectors is completed, so will the 
latent overpopulation be destined to lose its 
importance; the investment of capital in new 
machines and techniques therefore acquires 
an increasingly important role in the recon- 
stitution of the “reserve army of labour.” 
On the other hand, the formation of a stag- 
nant overpopulation made up of manpower 
that has been expelled, either from tradi- 
tional sectors gradually subjected to capital- 
istic production or from modern sectors 
undergoing further technological improve- 
ment of production itself, ensures the 
survival and the reproduction of “backward” 
productive forms (such as, for example, 
work at home) and the creation of “margi- 
nal” sectors and areas within the national 
economic system. 

The second identifiable phase of capital- 


istic development is that coinciding with the 
advent and growth of the “large-scale indus- 
try.” The type of manpower most in de- 
mand, at this stage, no longer consists of 
barely skilled or totally unskilled women 
and children, but is made up of workers and 
technicians in possession of a “generic” or 
basic qualification on which, in the case of a 
significant quota of manpower, are grafted 
specific professional specializations. It is in 
this phase, as we have already seen, that the 
diffusion of secondary and higher education 
becomes a requirement of capitalistic devel- 
opment in general, and of large-scale 
industry in particular. On the other hand, 
the quota of latent overpopulation is by this 
time heavily diminished, following the 
almost complete submission of the tradi- 
tional sectors and areas to capitalistic pro- 
duction. Nor is it possible for the stagnant 
overpopulation, which does not possess the 
required qualifications, to replace the latent 
overpopulation in its role as supplier of 
manpower to large-scale industry. This 
always drives large-scale industry to resort to 
the instrument of reinvesting in labor-saving 
machinery and techniques in order to main- 
tain and increase the “fluctuating” quota of 
the relative overpopulation. Hence the 
crucial role, as instrument for fluidifying the 
supply of labor, that is conferred on the 
diffusion of education: in fact, it is only 
through an adequate education that the 
worker can gain the “generic qualification,” 
the ability to adapt himself to change, and 
versatility, which are precisely those quali- 
ties necessary to make him “fluctuate” 
according to the changeable requirements of 
large-scale industry. From this point of view, 
therefore, the increase of scholarization 
appears to be useful to capitalistic develop- 


ment. 
One must not forget, however, that the 


diffusion of large-scale industry does not 
imply the elimination of the stagnant over- 
population (consisting of work at home and 
other forms of similar under-employment); 
alongside the advanced capitalistic sectors, in 
which large-scale industry is dominant, 
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remain large zones of production, also 
capitalistic, naturally, but employing 
“second class” manpower. Even if, from the 
point of view of the total requirements of 
the capitalistic system, the diffusion of edu- 
cation has to be stimulated to a certain 
extent to guarantee the necessary quantity 
of educated manpower required by large- 
scale industry, it need not, however, be com- 
plete, because the market for precarious and 
marginal labor always needs to be supplied. 
Hence the maintenance, in the schools, of 
certain selective mechanisms and of an ideol- 
ogy of competition and mobility. 

In the main, however, the function of the 
school, in this phase, seems to be that of 
integrating the working class into the capital- 
istic system: a function that is the more 
easily carried out, the more effectively the 
labor market produces a rupture between an 
urban-industrial working-class, which is 
educated and reformistically privileged, and 
a marginal proletariat, which has been 
expelled from school prematurely and which 
is, for that very reason, banished to the less 
stable and remunerative occupations and 
sectors, if not even compelled to join the 
unemployed and officially inactive popula- 
tion. 

The third phase, that of “monopolistic 
capitalism” or “late capitalism,” illustrates 
the transition of mass education from the 
moment when it is useful to the develop- 
ment requirements of the economic system 
(and when it acts as an instrument for inte- 
grating the subordinate classes into the social 
system) to the moment when it becomes an 
element of imbalance in the labor market 
and of tension and conflict in society. In 
fact, once the mechanism of scholarization 
has been started up, it ends by producing a 
quantity of intellectual resources clearly 
exceeding the needs of the productive 
system. 

The fact that the economies of the more 
developed capitalistic countries are display- 
ing difficulty in absorbing the ranks of 
young men coming out of school shows that 
we are now entering this phase; in the 
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United States in 1965, for example (and we 
will return to this question further on), more 
than half (52.1 percent) of the young men 
between the ages of eighteen and twenty- 
four were either students, soldiers, or 
unemployed." A new form of “stagnant 
overpopulation” is being added to the old 
form; it consists of the intellectual or skilled 
labor force that does not find employment 
in productive activity. In this way, it goes to 
supply a labor market distinct from the 
directly productive market dominated by 
the large-scale industry of the more ad- 
vanced sectors: the intellectual labor market. 
This latter market is supplied, as is the mar- 
ginal work market, by the stagnant over- 
population of the old type. It seems to be 
the expression of the distorted ог “dualist” 
development of capitalism, which, while it 
increases exploitation in certain sectors and 
areas, generates in others waste and under- 
utilization of human resources. There is, 
however, a fundamental point on which the 
two types of stagnant overpopulation differ: 
while the old type of stagnant overpopula- 
tion consists of skilled manpower pre- 
maturely expelled from school, so that its 
banishment from the more profitable pro- 
ductive sectors seems, in some way, justified, 
the stagnant overpopulation of the new type 
consists essentially of educated manpower 
for which the banishment from production 
and the degraded productive utilization are 
sources of tension and social conflict. 

In order to avoid the tensions and con- 
flicts, the economic system attempts to 
absorb the intellectual labor force within the 
sectors of the “unproductive tertiary,” 
which in this phase undergoes considerable 
expansion. In particular, the welfare sector is 
constantly developing, making it possible, at 
one and the same time, to cope with the 
increase in the stagnant overpopulation of 
the old type and to employ, in the adminis- 
tration of welfare, considerable quotas of 
intellectual overpopulation. More generally, 
all the apparatuses of the state, and in partic- 
ular the military and educational appa- 
ratuses, are developing. However, the point 
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that one must emphasize with regard to this 
trend is that this development of the 
“unproductive tertiary” depends on the 
success of the operation of integrating the 
subordinate classes, and in particular the 
working class, during the preceding phase; it 
is only on this basis, in fact, that the 
accumulation of capital necessary to support 
the swelling of the unproductive sectors and 
the absorption of the educated relative over- 
population can continue in the directly 
productive sector. 

As a whole, therefore, the school is 
burdened with a delicate task that is crucial 
for the equilibrium of the labor market and 
the very stability of the capitalistic eco- 
nomic and social system. It must carry out 
different functions simultaneously, propor- 
tioning them in the correct measure and 
gradually stressing some, while paying care- 
ful attention not to make errors of emphasis; 
in fact, heaven help it if certain mechanisms 
of selection or development in scholarization 
are anticipated or delayed too much. A 
timely transformation of the secondary 
school is necessary in order that the expan- 
sion of scholarization not start up at this 
level the processes of imbalance and crisis in 
the labor market (processes that are, how- 
ever, merely put off till the next phase, in 
which mass scholarization will involve higher 
education). 

The secondary school, in particular, must 
transform itself from an elite preparatory 
school into a mass terminal school in time to 
absorb the pressure from below towards 
scholarization on the part of large quotas of 
the working class. Only in this way does it 
become possible to supply large-scale indus- 
try with the highly mobile and versatile 
labor force it needs without relinquishing 
the “banishment” of a consistent class of 
proletariat. 

Above all, only in this way can one stop 
the irruption of the masses within the old 
structures of the elite secondary school from 
prematurely starting up the mechanism of 
development in the educated relative over- 
population and from putting into a state of 


crisis the balance of the labor market, at a 
time when the integration of the working 
class into the productive sector has not yet 
been completed, and when as a result it is 
not at all certain that the system will have at 
its disposal sufficient economic means to 
finance those reforms of the “unproductive 
tertiary” that are necessary to absorb, at 
least for a certain period, the growing edu- 
cated relative overpopulation. 

The success of the secondary school in 
carrying out these tasks is not, therefore, 
assured; it depends on numerous conditions 
that in specific historical situations in vari- 
ous countries do not always obtain. Without 
attempting to go far beyond the mere 
singling out of some explanatory points, it is 
possible, perhaps, to give examples of a few 
of these conditions with reference to the 
role carried out by the secondary school in 
the United States. 

The construction of a mass secondary 
school in the United States seems to be a 
process that has weakened in the course of 
half a century, but one that is still timely 
and useful as regards the requirements of 
balance in the labor market and of stability 
in the social system. Already in 1910 there 
could be counted over a million students 
attending high school, that is, 15 percent of 
young men and women between the ages of 
fourteen and seventeen. By 1957 the per- 
centage had risen to over 90 percent.’ 

It is important to emphasize that, in the 
first decades of the century, this process, far 
from expressing “social pressure from 
below," was provoked and administered by 
legislation that introduced and extended 
compulsory schooling in the various States 
of the Union: 


Many of the new students were in school 
unwillingly, in obedience to the new or more 
stringent state compulsory education laws; 
many came from poor, culturally impover- 
ished homes and had modest vocational 
goals; many of these were the sons and 
daughters of recent immigrants, and seemed 
to observers very much in need of *Ameri- 
canization."? 
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For a long time (practically until а decade 
ago), however, attendance for a few years 
and, at most, the diploma were the most 
that the high school offered to the majority 
of students; in fact, only a small percentage 
of students went on to college. In the pre- 
vious century, the functioning of the second- 
ary school was quite different: in those days 
the great majority of high school students 
entered the university as soon as they had 
obtained their diploma. In this sense, one 
can describe the transformation of the 
American secondary school in terms of a 
transition from elite preparatory school to 
mass terminal school.'* 

A characteristic of the terminal secondary 
school, therefore, is to impinge directly on 
the labor market. In the United States, the 
principal organizations operating in the 
world of the school, such as, for example, 
the National Education Association, were 
well aware of this right from the start. In its 
1918 Report the NEA warned teachers to 
bear in mind that they are dealing with “a 
‘heterogeneous’ high school population 
destined to enter all sorts of occupation.” !5 
A large part of these occupations are the 
skilled manual occupations supplied by the 
development of large-scale industry and of 
the more advanced capitalistic sectors. In 
this way, at the end of the American second- 
ary school’s period of expansion, a solid belt 
of the working class seems substantially simi- 
lar to the middle classes as far as education is 
concerned; in fact, in 1950 the skilled Amer- 
ican workers between the ages of twenty-five 
and twenty-nine boasted an average schol- 
arity of twelve years, that is, only a year less 
than that of the clerical employees of the 
same age group.'® 

And it is on the basis of this high level of 
education for skilled workers that the work- 
ing conditions, hierarchical organization, and 
career chances of these same workers have 
changed. We witness what was even in the 
early fifties being called the “‘professionaliza- 
tion” of skilled manual labor, that is, its 
inclusion within the bureaucratic organiza- 
tional schemes (similar in all respects to 
those for clerical work), which carry with 
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them, in particular, the introduction of the 
“business career” based no longer on the 
accumulation of experience on the job, but 
precisely on the interiorization of the new 
technological culture through formal educa- 
tional processes." 

In this way a privileged band of the 
American working class ends up by being 
allocated levels of income that are equal, or 
even superior, to those of the clerical middle 
classes: in 1959, for example, the average 
annual income for “skilled workers and fore- 
men” ($5,444) was higher than that for the 
“clerical and kindred workers” ($5,216). ! 
Therefore in America the modification of 
the retributive system and the business 
organizations designed to favor the integra- 
tion of a solid stratum of the working class 
within the middle class is complementary to 
the homogenizing role of the terminal 
secondary school. 

What has been said so far, however, must 
not make us forget that, especially during 
the first decades of this century, the major- 
ity of students leaving high school went to 
occupy the unskilled and therefore less 
remunerative and more unstable manual 
jobs. This was made possible by the assur- 
ance, made at the same moment as the open 
secondary school was set up, that there 
would be a high level of early leaving and of 
non-fulfillment of the academic require- 
ments. Again in 1959, 40 percent of the 
males and 36 percent of the females aged 
seventeen had not completed their second- 
ary studies.!? It is, above all, these students 
who will go to constitute the bands of the 
stagnant overpopulation; also, if we were to 
refer to the figures on official unemploy- 
ment, which is only one component of the 
stagnant overpopulation, we would discover 
the significant fact that, in 1960, while on 
the national level 5.6 percent of the labor 
force remained unemployed, this percentage 
rose to 27 percent for the labor force that 
had not fulfilled its scholastic require- 
ments,?° 

Though it may seem paradoxical, this 
selective work performed by the American 
school was assisted by the democratizing 
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transformation of the structures, methods, 
and contents of teaching that accompanied 
the birth of the mass terminal secondary 
school. The transformation of the school 
“centered on the curriculum” into the 
school “centered on the pupil" is accom- 
panied by a great deal of democratic 
thetoric, which emphasizes the abandon- 
ment of the contents and obligations in the 
curriculum that were characteristic of the 
old elite secondary school. But precisely 
insofar as the transformation conditions the 
work of the teacher to the “background” 
and “needs” of the pupil, it provides only an 
“egalitarian” ideological veil on the class 
selection that in fact takes place (and who 
does not know that a boy’s aspirations are 
merely a function of the class to which he 
belongs?).?! 

In this way the American secondary 
school, in the compass of fifty years, has 
succeeded in carrying out two important 
functions: on the one hand, it forms the 
homogeneous, mobile, and versatile labor 
force required by “large-scale industry”; on 
the other hand, it keeps in circulation a 
substantial flux of “second class" manpower 
that is destined to supply the market for 
marginal work and the stagnant overpopula- 
tion. On the one hand, it creates the indis- 
pensable foundations for the formation of 
an undifferentiated “middle mass" into 
which flows the skilled stratum of the work- 
ing class; on the other hand, it offers a 
formal and “universalistic” sanction for the 
class discrimination of a large band of the 
proletariat. On the one hand, finally, it 
deceptively expresses in terms of increasing 
Social mobility the fluctuation between jobs 
to which the labor force on the urban- 
industrial market is subjected; on the other 
hand, it rationalizes in terms of individual 
failure the decline it provokes in the market 
for marginal work and in the stagnant over- 
population.?? 

Thus, without shocks, the United States 
arrives at the present phase, in which mass 
Scholarization reaches the level of the high 
School and the university.? The problems, 
avoided for many years, relative to the sur- 


plus of intellectual resources leaving school 
arise again with new intensity. However, the 
American economy, by virtue also of the 
high rate of profit assured by the integration 
of the working class into the directly pro- 
ductive sector (which occurred in the 
preceding phase), can now permit itself to 
devote considerable resources to the expan- 
sion of the *unproductive tertiary," which 
consists of the educational, welfare, and 
military sectors and which is capable of 
absorbing large quotas of intellectual man- 
power. The labor forces directly or in- 
directly employed by virtue of military 
expenditure, for example, were over 22 
million in 1970, that is, 14.2 percent of the 
total American labor forces. Equally 
impressive is the growth of employment in 
the educational sector: between 1950 and 
1965, for example, while the total employ- 
ment grew by 21 percent, that of the educa- 
tional sector increased by 130 percent, so 
that in effect one out of every six jobs 
created in this period belonged to the sector 
of education.?* 

These developments of the “unproductive 
tertiary," however, do not seem sufficient to 
contain the rate of unemployment in 
America, which in 1970 officially rose to 6.2 
percent of the labor forces, and which, 
according to some commentators, would rise 
to 10 percent if one included "inactive" 
adults.2° As a whole, therefore, American 
capitalism seems fully to have entered the 
phase in which the waste of intellectual 
resources, considered in connection with the 
waste contained in the stagnant overpopula- 
tion of the old type, becomes a contradic- 
tion of the system. Until today, however, 
the conflicts that have arisen on the basis of 
the contradiction and that have involved the 
bands of marginal manpower (students, 
women, and colored population) have not 
constituted a grave threat to the stability of 
the American social system, since there has 
been no accord with the working class of the 
directly productive sector. 

We can now seek to examine briefly the 
connections between the expansion of 
scholarity at the level of the Italian second- 
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ary school and the evolution of the labor 
market, in order to prove how, unlike what 
happened in the United States, the mass 
secondary school here succeeds in creating 
many more problems than it solves, as far as 
both the equilibrium of the labor market 
and the stability of the political and social 
systems аге concerned.?” 

During the fifties Italy stood as a typical 
example of economic development based on 
the abundance of work supply.?5 A conse- 
quence of this has been an “extensive” 
increase in dependent industrial employ- 
ment; the low cost of labor has, in fact, for 
many years produced an incentive to resort 
to additional units of labor, even if of low 
productivity, thereby allowing a broadening 
of the basis of exploitation, rather than to 
resort to new machinery and techniques that 
are designed to increase and intensify the 
exploitation itself. The latent overpopula- 
tion in the precapitalistic or “backward” 
capitalistic areas and sectors, such as the 
agriculture of the fifties, was the natural 
source of this cheap labor. So here one is 
witnessing the introduction into working 
activity of large quotas of manpower from 
the rural population, young men, and 
women, which go to enlarge the base of the 
structure of qualifications for working 
employment.” 

Until 1963 the number of those em- 
ployed in industry with academic qualifica- 
tions equivalent to, or lower than, the 
elementary school certificate continued to 
increase each year (in this year they consti- 
tuted over 7 million out of the total 8 
million—or a little more—who were em- 
ployed in industry). For much of the fifties, 
on the other hand, a de facto wage freeze 
took place that left unchanged, or perhaps 
even aggravated, the considerable distance 
on the social and economic plane, existing 
between the working class as a whole and 
the middle classes.?? There is, therefore, по 
visible evidence in the Italian situation of the 
timely reformist approach displayed by 
American capitalism: the remunerative struc- 
ture and the business organizations remained 
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heavily differentiated as far as the workers 
and staff were concerned, and secondary 
education remained a characteristic (and 
privilege) of the middle classes. When con- 
fronted with the possibility of extensively 
exploiting a superabundant generic labor 
force, Italian capitalism renounced, right 
from the start, the possibility of undertaking 
an entrepreneurial and reformist initiative in 
the area of schools and union-company 
negotiations. 

On the other hand the abundance of 
generic labor did not fully correspond to the 
need of large-scale industry to make manual 
labor “fluid” at all levels, in particular at the 
level of skilled and specialized workers. The 
great mobility of the unskilled labor force, 
though extremely useful for the capitalistic 
development of these years, principally 
consisted in a fluctuation—of entering and 
leaving work, and of horizontal mobility 
between sectors—involving almost exclu- 
sively the bottom of the hierarchy and of 
the working units of the companies. As a 
matter of fact the mobility of the specialized 
and skilled nuclei of the working class, tradi- 
tionally employed in the industries of north- 
ern Italy, appears to be extremely scarce.*! 

This explains why, on the market for 
skilled manual work, even in a situation of 
abundant labor supply, tensions and rigidity 
occur to which can be attributed in part the 
origins of the phenomenon of “wage-drift” 
(which can be observed in a few sectors) and 
of the “dualism” of Italian industry—as it is 
described by various authors when referring 
to the situation in these years.?? Therefore, 
the absence of a stratumof skilled workers 
who possess a secondary education, and 
who for that very reason are sufficiently 
versatile to adapt themselves to the numer- 
ous requirements of large-scale industry, 
made itself felt, at least at the times of 
greatest economic expansion and at the 
highest points of capitalistic expansion. 

Hence the various attempts, and even pro- 
posals of an innovative and reformist charac- 
ter, that came (and not by chance) from the 
more advanced capitalistic sectors and that 
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were intentionally aimed at modifying the 
structures of the schools, on the one hand, 
and the traditional professional classification 
of dependent labor, on the other? These 
proposals, later criticized as being “utopian” 
and “enlightened,” instead seem extremely 
interesting if regarded as an unsuccessful 
attempt, on the part of a certain more 
advanced capital, to formulate a timely 
reformist initiative similar to the one de- 
scribed earlier in reference to the American 
situation. 

In Italy, therefore, the same lower 
secondary school remained an elite school, 
at least in the sense that it was socially 
exploited as an instrument of flight from the 
workers’ condition, and of ascent to the 
middle classes. The expansion of scholariza- 
tion, which began well before the introduc- 
tion of the media unica in 1963, expressed 
the response of the subordinate classes to 
the wage freeze and to the maintenance, 
throughout the fifties, of a high social and 
economic differential between the working 
class and the ranks of clerical employees. 
The subsequent development of scholariza- 
tion, attaining higher and higher levels, 
would clearly show these signs of its origins. 
No longer would it be possible, in the sixties, 
to use it to form versatile working man- 
power, for the very reason that it now func- 
tioned as an instrument of flight from the 
workers’ condition. 

Hence the Italian secondary school, in 
becoming a mass institution, did not trans- 
form itself into a terminal school like its 
American counterpart, but remained, in its 
structures and—what was more important— 
in the goals of those who attended it, an 
elite preparatory institution. 

So the sixties started without the creation 
by Italian capitalism of any instrument at 
the scholastic level, let alone at the level of 
union-company negotiations, that would be 
capable of effecting a division within the 
working class between a reformistically privi- 
leged stratum integrated (or integrable) to 
the level of the clerical employee ranks and a 
stratum destined to occupy the less remuner- 


ative and more unstable jobs. The arrival at a 
situation of full (or almost full) employment 
thus caught Italian capitalism unawares. The 
workers’ struggles of 1961—63, the achieve- 
ment of equal salaries for women and young 
men over eighteen years, the reduction and 
control of apprenticeship, etc., all made for 
a strong consolidation and homogenization 
within the working class. All workers, both 
young and old, men and women, southern 
immigrants and northerners, found them- 
selves closer to each other and more united 
than ever. The absence in the Italian situa- 
tion of a colored proletariat, or of foreign 
immigration on the workers’ level, has cer- 
tainly helped this process of unification. It is 
clear, however, that the principal cause is to 
be found in the policy, pursued by Italian 
industry in the preceding decades, of exten- 
sive exploitation and repression of the 
workers in the areas of salaries and profes- 
sional status. 

Italian capitalism’s reply to this new force 
in the working class was, as is well known, 
the recession of the years 1963-66 and the 
restructuring of workers’ employment that 
went with it. It was following this restructur- 
ing that the banishment from employment, 
or at least from the more remunerative 
industrial sectors, came of the “weak 
quotas” of the labor force, consisting of 
young men, women, old people, and immi- 
grants from the country.’ Officially these 
quotas go to enlarge the inactive population, 
which reaches very high levels, levels that are 
without comparison in any other capitalist 
country. More precisely, perhaps, we should 
say that in these years the stagnant over- 
population, which supplies the market of 
marginal labor and unemployment, was con- 
tinuously increasing. 

In effect one witnessed, from then on, a 
progressive increase in such kinds of work as 
work at home, juvenile work, part-time work 
for peasant workers and student laborers, 
temporary or seasonal work abroad, subcon- 
tracted work, etc. 

In the meantime, within the industrial 
sector (in the strict sense of the word) one 
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might observe vigorous activity in organiza- 
tional and financial concentration, sectorial 
restructuring and reconversion, etc., which 
provoked a noticeable intensification in the 
work tempo and the exploitation of labor. 
In parallel fashion, the industrial sector’s 
demand became more selective and concen- 
trated on the request for predominantly 
male manpower, neither too old nor too 
young and already socialized into the indus- 
trial environment, "stable in character," and 
above all (as far as we are concerned) in 
possession of an education that is higher on 
the average.? 

From 1964 onwards, therefore, one may 
notice, on the one hand, a progressive de- 
crease in the number of those employed in 
industry who are in possession of the ele- 
mentary school leaving certificate and, on 
the other hand, a corresponding increase in 
the number of those in possession of the 
lower secondary school leaving certificate.39 

The Italian large-scale industry now real- 
ized that it needed a mobile and versatile 
labor force sufficiently flexible to be capable 
of adapting itself to the reconversions and 
restructurings in progress. On the other 
hand, only a reasonably prolonged education 
can guarantee these qualities in the labor 
force, and it is in the light of this require- 
ment that the reform of the lower secondary 
school in 1963 must be considered (a some- 
what similar remark could be made about 
the launching of the union negotiation that 
also happened in these years, on the initia- 
tive of the more advanced “public” indus- 
trial sectors). 

Italian capitalism, therefore, attempted— 
though a little late in the day—to put into 
effect, on the question of the structure of 
employment, a political operation almost 
like the one that was successfully carried out 
by American capitalism. Important mecha- 
nisms for dividing the working class were put 
into motion, thereby banishing a part of this 
class from the principal productive sector 
and directing it to the peripheral sectors and 
areas, which are less stable and less remuner- 
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ative. This stage of the operation had a 
certain success: despite the absence of a 
colored proletariat in the Italian situation, 
the processes of banishment were based on 
the equally "natural" and “objective” 
criteria of age, sex, and, not least, the level 
of education attained by the labor force. 
The boosting of the stagnant overpopula- 
tion, in this way, provided the material basis 
for renewed exploitation of the workers in 
the peripheral sectors and areas; this fre- 
quently occurred under new guises, which 
would merit examination were there a suffi- 
cient amount of relevant information at our 
disposal.?? 

The second part of the operation, how- 
ever, the part designed to guarantee a suffi- 
ciently mobile and versatile labor force 
within the principal productive sector, did 
not take place. 

The supply of manual labor in possession 
of the required qualifications remained 
scarce, at least on the urban industrial labor 
market of northern Italy. In particular, there 
was a scarcity in the supply of manual labor 
in possession of the lower secondary school 
leaving certificate, which, as we have seen, is 
what was chiefly required in these years. If 
we consider as an indicator of the type of 
supply of manual labor the extent of school 
leaving following the lower secondary school 
leaving certificate, and if we compare the 
year 1960—a year of considerable expansion 
in workers’ employment, preceding the 
reform of the secondary school—to the year 
1968—also a year of economic recovery 
before the trade union struggles of the *Hot 
Autumn"—we do not observe any percepti- 
ble change in the extent of this "potential 
supply of manual labour with a secondary 
education," despite the strong increase in 
Scholarization at this level: the amount of 
school leaving after the attainment of the 
secondary school leaving certificate in fact 
changed from 82,000 in 1960 to 91,700 in 
1968, despite the fact that at the same time 
the number of those attending the third 
grade changed from 311,700 to 507,500. 
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That means, in effect, that at least for the 
whole of the sixties, the Italian secondary 
school functioned not as a "terminal" 
school, that is, in a manner designed to 
direct students, once they have attained 
their diplomas, towards the labor market, 
but instead as an elite preparatory school, 
providing the incentive for students to flee 
from the working condition towards higher 
levels of scholarization. 

This is one of the factors that explain the 
situation of rigidity in the supply of manual 
labor on the urban-industrial market. 
(Another important factor is that the "weak 
quotas" of the labor force, that is, those that 
supply the seasonal migration and swell the 
national market for marginal labor, are 
plainly not in competition with the manual 
labor force, since they do not possess the 
qualifications required by large-scale indus- 
try.) 

An analysis for separate geographical 
areas, in particular an analysis carried out on 
the big metropolitan industrial areas of 
northern Italy, could only confirm, and 
indeed emphasize, the trends we have de- 
scribed on the national level. 

Once the mechanism of secondary schol- 
arization has been started up, however, it 
grows on itself and in the space of a few 
years doubles the attendance at the higher 
secondary school, even tripling that at the 
university. Therefore one soon arrives at the 
formation of a supply of intellectual labor 
that exceeds the requirements. For example, 
in 1970 over 10 percent of the labor forces 
in possession of the secondary school leaving 
certificate were either unemployed or else 
looking for their first job.” It is to this 
structural situation that one must attribute 
the origins of the student movement and on 
this basis that one can interpret its recurrent 
falls in corporatist directions. And it is on 
the structural basis of the particularly favor- 
able labor-market relations that one must 
interpret the resumption and spreading of 
the workers’ struggles in 1968-69. From this 
point of view, therefore, one must reevaluate 


a lot of the interpretations (all *political" or 
“superstructural”) that were made concern- 
ing the workers’ and students’ struggles in 
the years of the “French May” or the “Но! 
Autumn." 

In this way, Italy comes to experience a 
situation in the labor market that is charac- 
terized by an abundance in the supply both 
of marginal labor and, at the other extreme, 
of intellectual labor, and (at the same time) 
by a scarcity in the supply of manual labor 
in possession of the qualifications required 
by large-scale industry. It reaches the situa- 
tion, peculiar to mature capitalism, of waste 
in working resources, in which there is added 
to the stagnant overpopulation of the old 
type (concentrated in the marginal sectors 
and areas) the new “educated relative over- 
population," but without there being any 
success in the completion of the integration 
of the working class of the principal produc- 
tive sector. That is the consequence of— 
among other factors peculiar to the Italian 
situation—both the absence of a timely 
reformist initiative on the level of the schol- 
astic structures and the nature of the union- 
company negotiations. 

Secondary and higher scholarization, in 
particular, occurs on the basis of “social 
pressure from below,” which imposes on the 
whole process rhythms and tempi that are 
independent of the attempts at reform and 
control made by political powers, It has 
created an expansion in intellectual re- 
sources that has been premature, as regards 
the possibility of absorbing them: the failed 
social integration of the working classes of 
the directly productive sector has, in fact, 
blocked (or at least almost blocked) the 
mechanism of capitalistic accumulation, 
thereby reducing considerably the margins 
available for a policy for reform and for 
relaunching the “unproductive tertiary” —the 
only outlet for the abundant intellectual 
manpower leaving school. 

In practice, Italian capitalism is already 
living the contradictions typical of mature 
capitalism (banishment of entire productive 
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sectors and areas; endemic excess of intellec- 
tual resources), while the principal contra- 
dictions, portrayed in the struggles of the 
working class of the directly productive 
sector, are anything but solved.” 
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20. The Vocational School Fallacy in Development Planning 


In current controversies regarding the rela- 
tionship between the provision of formal 
education and the economic growth of 
underdeveloped areas, few issues have been 
debated with more vehemence than the 
question of the desirability of providing 
technical, vocational, and agricultural in- 
struction within the schools. So far as Africa 
is concerned, the controversy has been 
sharpened by the recent publication of a 
series of observations by the British econo- 
mist, Thomas Balogh, on the conclusions of 
the 1961 Conference of African Ministers of 
Education at Addis Ababa.’ 

Briefly put, Balogh’s views may be stated 
in the following manner: Since between 80 
and 95 per cent of Africans are dependent 
upon agriculture, the essential need in 
African education is the development of 
large scale technical and agricultural pro- 
grams within the schools at all levels: “The 
school must provide the nucleus of modern 
agriculture within the villages” and play a 
central role in the general raising of stan- 
dards of living within the subsistence sector. 
Present educational facilities constitute an 
obstacle to rural progress because people are 
not trained for agriculture, and academic 
systems of formal education are the chief 
determinant of attitudes hostile to the prac- 
tice of rural agriculture. Schools are regarded 
as primarily responsible for the flight from 
the rural areas to the towns. Balogh’s views, 
stated in perhaps more measured terms, are 
paralleled in a recent United Nations publi- 
cation in which it is observed that one of the 
chief educational priorities in economically 
developing areas is “the creation of a fully 
integrated system of agricultural education 
within the general framework of technical 
and vocational education.””? 

Although only two examples of this trend 
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of thought are given here, it is possible to 
indicate numerous current publications deal- 
ing with education and economic develop- 
ment that accord high priority to schemes 
for agricultural, vocational, and technical 
education as against the provision of sub- 
stantially more “academic” types of instruc- 
tion. In the following pages I hope to show 
that these views are generally fallacious and 
ignore a series of crucial variables that must 
be taken into account if any realistic pro- 
posals for stimulating economic growth are 
to emerge. In developing the discussion I 
shall use examples from Ghana, which is not 
altogether unique among African territories 
in spite of the relatively high level of per 
capita income that it enjoys. 

It should be said at the outset that there 
is no disagreement with two of Balogh's con- 
tentions. First, it seems clear that agricul- 
tural development and a rapid rise in rural 
incomes must definitely be accorded priority 
in all development schemes. Apart from the 
probability that such growth must precede 
even limited industrial development, there is 
the immediate question of raising the bare 
subsistence basis upon which many African 
cultivators are obliged to exist. Second, it is 
likely that such programs must depend in 
part upon the provision of technical and 
agricultural education as a necessary but by 
no means sufficient condition of growth. 

However, in spite of vague general agree- 
ment on the desirability of such programs, 
there is a virtual absence of explicit dicta 
regarding their nature. For example, what 
would an educational scheme adjusted to 
developmental needs look like? What role 
would the schools themselves play in such a 
program? At what stage in formal education 
Should specifically vocational subjects be 
begun, and how would technical and agricul- 
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tural schools be integrated with the general 
system? Then there is the problem of the 
content of studies; frequently vocational 
curricula are ill designed to serve the needs 
of developing economies. Agreeing on the 
need for agricultural development does not 
lead us directly to any particular specifica- 
tions for educational content or organiza- 
tion. Even assuming that well-validated 
prescriptions existed, it is equally apparent 
that these would vary considerably with the 
degree of effective centralized control 
exerted by governments. This latter factor 
seems to be rarely considered by educational 
planners, yet it is probably the single most 
crucial variable in determining the effective- 
ness of an agricultural ог а technical 
program. 

Having entered these caveats, our major 
disagreement with Balogh lies in the 
“strategy” that he proposes and the degree 
to which he places reliance upon formal edu- 
cational institutions in instituting change. 
Secondly, Balogh tends to view vocational 
and general education as substitutes for each 
other rather than to see them as essentially 
complementary and hardly substitutable. 

There is, perhaps, a general tendency to 
accord to the schools a “central” position in 
strategies designed to facilitate economic 
development. To some extent this reflects an 
appreciation of the relative lack of alterna- 
tive institutions that can be utilized, but it 
stems partially from the notion that schools 
are particularly manipulable institutions. It 
is widely believed that schools can readily be 
modified to meet new economic needs and, 
more particularly, to accord with the inten- 
tions of social and economic planners. I shall 
argue, on the contrary, that schools are 
remarkably clumsy instruments for inducing 
prompt large-scale changes in under- 
developed areas. To be sure, formal educa- 
tion has had immense impact in Africa, but 
its consequences have rarely been those 
anticipated, and the schools have not often 
functioned in the manner intended by edu- 
cational planners. š 
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1. THE COLONIAL EXPERIENCE IN 
GHANA 


If there is anything surprising in Balogh’s 
views it lies not in their originality but in the 
degree to which they reproduce with vir- 
tually no modification a series of arguments 
that were first stated in equally cogent 
fashion by the Education Committee of the 
Privy Council in 1847.2 So far as Ghana, in 
particular, is concerned, the viewpoint was 
forcefully advanced in the Appendix to the 
Report of the Commission on the West 
Coast of Africa in 1842 and by a succession 
of colonial governors and educators there- 
after.^ Indeed, stress on the provision of 
vocational and agricultural education was 
included without exception in every major 
document related to educational develop- 
ment in the Gold Coast up till the grant of 
independence in 1957. 

In spite of this, by 1959 the structure of 
the Ghanaian educational system was essen- 
tially that prevailing in most of British 
Africa: an expanding base of primary and 
middle school education of а predomi- 
nantly academic variety capped by a group 
of highly selective grammar schools and a 
university college modeled closely upon 
British prototypes.* In that year only about 
1 per cent of all persons enrolled in formal 
educational institutions were receiving in- 
struction in vocational, technical, or agricul- 
tural subjects. The paradox in Ghanaian 
education has been the emphasis placed on 
vocational and agricultural training in all 
documentary sources and the relative 
absence of it within the actual system of 
education. 

A priori, it might be suspected that no 
serious attempt was ever made to implement 
schemes for agricultural and vocational train- 
ing in the schools or that such proposals 
remained stillborn as the result of disinterest 
in them by the colonial rulers. In the case of 
Ghana this argument can be totally dis- 
missed. There is ample documentary evi- 
dence throughout the latter half of the 
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nineteenth century and the early twentieth 
that strenuous efforts were being made by 
both government and missions to establish 
agricultural schools, devise special agricul- 
tural curricula, and provide technical and 
vocational education. The development of 
academic secondary schools upon the British 
model was regarded with disfavor, as being 
inappropriate for the economic needs of the 
Gold Coast. Agricultural education was 
regarded as the key to economic develop- 
ment in that area. Particularly in the case of 
the activities of the Basel Mission, a system 
of schools based on agricultural and techni- 
cal education was attempted which was 
probably unrivaled in any other territory in 
Africa.” Yet all of these earlier experi- 
ments were unsuccessful, and the educa- 
tional history of the Gold Coast is strewn 
with the wreckage of schemes corresponding 
to Balogh's proposals. 

In practice, the demand by Africans for 
western education was and is predominantly 
oriented towards the provision of more 
academic-type schools. This preference 
springs, I contend, from a remarkably real- 
istic appraisal of occupational opportunities 
generated within the exchange sector of the 
economy as a result of European overrule. 
So far as the clientele of the schools was 
concerned, the primary function of formal 
education was to enable individuals to move 
from subsistence activities to occupations 
within the European-dominated sector. An 
examination of opportunities within that 
sector throughout the colonial period reveals 
that relatively there was a greater demand 
for clerical and commercial employees than 
for technically trained individuals. Opportu- 
nities certainly existed in technical fields and 
in agriculture, but they were inferior to the 
other alternatives. Access to most of the 
highly paid occupations was, therefore, 
achieved through academic-type institutions. 
Those who criticize the "irrational" nature 
of African demand for “academic” as 
opposed to “vocational” education fail to 
recognize that the strength of academic 
education has lain precisely in the fact that 
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it is preeminently a vocational education 
providing access to those occupations with 
the most prestige and, most important, the 
highest pay within the Ghanaian economy. 
The financial rewards and the employment 
opportunities for technically trained individ- 
uals were never commensurate with opportu- 
nities in the clerical field. Since the grad- 
uates of the academic school were 
manifestly more advantageously placed," the 
pressure for “academic” education reflected 
fairly accurately the demands for alternative 
types of skill within the exchange sector of 
the economy. One of the major ironies of the 
situation is that while proponents of techni- 
cal education were criticizing the neglect of 
technical provision in the schools, the 
products of such technical institutions as 
existed were often experiencing difficulties 
in obtaining employment. Frequently those 
persons entered occupations unrelated to the 
training they had undergone.” 

This form of “wastage” among trained 
manpower is endemic in underdeveloped 
countries. 

1. Initially, trained individuals may be 
produced for whom there is no actual 
demand so far as the market is concerned. 
There may be a considerable “surplus” of 
these trained men where “new nations,” in 
their desire to emulate more economically 
developed areas, invest considerable sums in 
the training of technicians before they can 
be utilized in the existing economy. 

2. Second, a real demand may exist for 
trained personnel, but at the same time 
scarce personnel are not utilized and skilled 
workers are involved in tasks not directly 
relevant to their professional accomplish- 
ments. This would appear to occur more 
commonly in government service and we 
shall draw attention to it specifically in later 
pages. 

3. Third, skilled personnel may not enter 
the type of job for which they have been 
trained because opportunities seem so much 
greater in alternative occupations. Thus, for 
example, many graduates of the Basel 
Mission schools who received agricultural 
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and industrial training entered clerical 
employment. Here the most saleable compo- 
nent of their education experience was 
literacy, not trade training, and the former 
was thus utilized in the job market.'? 
Wastage of skills must always be considered 
in assessing programs of vocational training. 

To be sure, such wastage has also been 
characteristic of developed countries, but in 
the case of many of the “new nations” such 
a phenomenon is particularly undesirable in 
view of the limited resources available. 

We do not intend here to underestimate 
non-economic factors that contributed to 
African demand for academic schools 
though these, in fact, reinforced the pattern 
we have described above. The European 
colonial elite itself acted as a reference group 
for African aspirations; emulation of that 
elite led to a pressure for “parity” between 
metropolitan and colonial institutions. Since 
the colonial elite provided only a partial 
image of western society and was composed 
overwhelmingly of administrators and 
government servants educated primarily in 
academic institutions, African demand for 
education was understandably oriented to 
the acquisition of that kind of education 
that was perceived to be the key to Euro- 
pean-type occupational roles. In this the 
Africans were acting astutely. One of the 
striking features of most post-colonial 
economies is the domination by government 
agencies of well-paid and high-status employ- 
ment opportunities, Since such institutions, 
through recruiting primarily upon the basis 
of “universalistic” criteria, stress the posses- 
sion of an academic formal education, a 
higher premium is placed upon such school- 
ing than occurred in early stages of develop- 
ment in most western societies. 

In this context, one of the most striking 
differences between many of the new 
nations and the western world at earlier 
periods of its development is their lack of 
mobility opportunities lying outside the 
formal educational structure. Systems of 
apprenticeship, opportunities to open small 
enterprises, etc., all provided institu- 
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tionalized modes of social and economic 
ascent in western society. The relative 
absence of those sorts of alternatives to 
formal education in many new nations some- 
times produces the paradoxical result, as in 
Ghana, that educational requirements for 
obtaining employment are now as high, if 
not higher, than in the former metropole 
itself, notwithstanding a very low level of 
diffusion of formal education in the popula- 
tion as a whole. 

Thus when colonial peoples were involved 
in unequal competition with resident Euro- 
peans for a limited number of high-status 
jobs, it was considered imperative to obtain 
qualifications virtually identical to those 
prevalent in the metropole. This was a per- 
fectly rational estimate of the relative 
advantages of alternative types of education; 
in the competition for scarce job opportu- 
nities nonmetropolitan curricula were by 
definition inferior. 

It is important to note, however, that the 
termination of colonial overrule has made 
virtually no difference to the over-all struc- 
ture of occupational opportunities within 
the exchange sector. To be sure, Ghanaians 
are less involved in direct competition with 
Europeans for high-ranking posts within the 
administration. However, in the nongovern- 
mental sector there has been little change in 
the premium placed on academic training; 
indeed, there has been an intensification of 
certain features apparent in the colonial 
period. At present, out of a total employed 
labor force of 2.56 million not more than 
13.7 per cent (or 350,000) are employed 
full-time in the “modern” sector of the 
economy. [t has been calculated that the 
rate of growth in wage employment oppor- 
tunities amounts to just over 4 per cent per 
annum; though this estimate is probably too 
low, a rather generous estimate of employ- 
ment growth would be 20 to 25 thousand 
per аппит.!! On the other hand, the annual 
output of the middle schools alone has now 
risen to over 30 thousand per annum. 

Parallel with this, however, has been the 
fact that government employment has 
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absorbed an increasing proportion of the 
labor force: 42 per cent in 1951 and 51 per 
cent in 1957. The progressive enlargement of 
existing government agencies and the crea- 
tion of new public corporations has, if any- 
thing, tended to favor employment for 
clerical and administrative workers. Since, 
relatively speaking, the balance of job oppor- 
tunities has shifted even more in favor of 
clerical employment, there is a mounting 
demand for the academic secondary school 
education that provides access to such posi- 
tions.'? 

What is implied here is that although con- 
siderable attention has always been paid to 
the so-called problem of “white-collar” 
unemployment in West Africa, there has 
been little realization that opportunities for 
technical employment have been even more 
limited and certainly more poorly paid. In 
virtually every African territory there 
appears to be a current stress upon the need 
for the provision of technical education 
upon a massive scale to meet the “needs” of 
the economy. Sometimes such demands are 
based upon the conclusions of manpower 
surveys, the source of whose projections 
may not be too clear. Yet a sober inspection 
of the actual structure of job opportunities 
within an economy such as that of Ghana 
gives no reason to suppose that the products 
of technical schools can be absorbed soon on 
a large scale. In actuality, we are not faced 
by the problem of white-collar unemploy- 
ment at all but by a far more serious form of 
generalized unemployment. 


И. THE "WHITE-COLLAR" MYTH AND 
VOCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS 


There is no doubt that unemployment 
among schoolleavers has reached alarming 
proportions in West Africa. Investigations by 
Callaway in Nigeria and by the present 
writer in Ghana confirm its extent and inci- 
dence and give no reason to suppose that it 
is likely to diminish in the near future. '^ 
However, the crucial question is not the 
amount of such unemployment but the 
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delineation of significant factors determining 
its incidence. It has been frequently asserted 
that the problem has its source in the reluc- 
tance of literate individuals and school 
graduates to enter manual occupations and 
in their unrealistic search for white-collar 
employment, which they believe to be com- 
mensurate with their status as “educated 
men." In this interpretation unemploy- 
ment is conceived to be “frictional” іп 
nature, and the schools are perceived to be 
the villains of the piece; it is inferred that 
the type of education to which students are 
exposed (specifically, the curriculum of the 
schools) largely determines their vocational 
aspirations and operates as an independent 
variable in setting the level of vocational 
choice. This has been a favorite theme for 
well nigh a century. Balogh, for example, 
specifically attributes the present employ- 
ment crisis in Nigeria to the provision of a 
particular form of academic elementary edu- 
cation that has generated unrealistic employ- 
ment expectations for clerical work, caused 
a flight from the rural areas, and fostered a 
disdain for manual occupations.'® If this 
diagnosis of the problem were correct, the 
solution would be simple: change the cur- 
ricula to provide instruction based upon 
agriculture and technical subjects, and the 
aspirations of young people will, in conse- 
quence, be directed towards agricultural 
activities; the flight from the land will be 
checked and the volume of “frictional” 
a oyman will correspondingly dimin- 
ish. 

This reasoning is largely fallacious. 7 It 
has already been pointed out by others that 
the idea that children’s vocational aspira- 
tions can be altered by massive changes in 
curriculum is no more than a piece of folk- 
lore with little empirical justification.'? In 
Nigeria and Ghana the graduates of the pri- 
mary and middle schools do work with their 
hands and they often seek employment as 
general laborers. Conversely, it is possible to 
show that even where students have been 
educated in agricultural or technical schools, 
a high proportion of them have never en- 
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tered those occupations for which they were 
trained but have gravitated to alternative em- 
ployments offering greater opportunities. 
These observations would tend to throw 
some doubt on programs whose efficacy de- 
pends on the notion that the schools exer- 
cise a decisive influence upon vocational 
aspirations of students. However, more defi- 
nite empirical evidence is available to suggest 
that in Ghana, at least, the disdain for manu- 
al labor believed to be so typical of the 
products of formal education is not at all in 
accord with fact. 

In December 1959 the author drew a 
sample of 210 boys from the fourth forms 
of nine academic-type middle schools in 
Accra. These students were in their final 
month of studies preparatory to seeking 
employment or, in a few cases, continuing 
their education in other schools. They were 
asked, first, what kind of employment they 
would most like to obtain if they were com- 
pletely free to choose. This enabled chil- 
dren to fantasy as much as they wished 
regarding their careers. Then they were 
asked what type of employment they ac- 
tually expected to be able to obtain. 

The findings in no sense indicate a predis- 
position to favor professional and white- 
collar employment (Table 1). Even where 
children were free to respond as they 
wished, no fewer than 62 per cent favored 
artisan employment or farming (even in an 
urban center such as Accra). Only 30 per 
cent fayored employment in varying levels of 
white-collar activity (categories I-III). The 
most instructive section of the table, how- 
ever, concerns job expectations. The pupils 
displayed a remarkable level of realism. Al- 
though 51 per cent expressed the hope of 
ultimately becoming skilled artisans, only 22 
per cent expected to be able to do so, and 
35 per cent were fully reconciled to entering 
semiskilled or unskilled occupations. These 
observations (which confirm an earlier study 
by Barnard) would seem to indicate that 
there is little foundation to theories at- 
tributing to the curriculum a major influence 
on vocational aspirations.’ 
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It seems clear that mass unemployment 
among school-leavers in many new African 
nations is due to dysfunctions existing be- 
tween the gross rate of school output and 
the slow expansion of occupational op- 
portunities of all types within the exchange 
sector. It may be easy enough to increase the 
output of the schools but it is far more 
difficult to expand employment opportuni- 
ties. The operative fact here is not that 
graduates will not accept certain types of 
employment but rather that the schools (ir- 
respective of what they teach) have been 
shrewdly used as the gateway into the 
“emergent” sector of the economy. The 
schools themselves can do little about this. 
So long as parents and students perceive the 
function of education in this manner, agri- 
cultural education and vocational instruction 
in the schools is not likely to have a determi- 
native influence on the occupational aspira- 
tions and destinations of students. 
Aspirations are determined largely by the 
individual’s perception of opportunities 
within the exchange sector of the economy, 
destinations by the actual structure of op- 
portunities in that sector. The nature of ed- 
ucational instruction has little to do with the 
process, and the schools are unfairly criti- 
cized for creating a condition for which they 
have not been responsible—except insofar as 
they turn out too many graduates. 

The reasons why graduates do not return 
to subsistence or quasi-subsistence agri- 
culture has, of course, little to do with a 
disdain for farming that is created by an 
academic education. In 1961, a question- 
naire was administered by the present writer 
to more than 700 Ghanaian male students in 
20 highly selective academic secondary 
schools. The students were asked to rate 25 
diverse occupations in terms of two criteria, 
occupational prestige and perceived income 
(Table 2). In practice, farming was rated 
16th in prestige rankings (above middle and 
primary school teaching and office work, for 
example) and 10th in perceived income. 
Even among these advanced students farm- 
ing is still rated moderately high. However, 
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Table 2. Secondary Student Perceptions of the Occupational Hierarchy (N = 775) 


(1) Prestige rankings (2) Income rankings 

Occupation Meanscore S.D. Rank Meanscore S.D. Rank 
Medical doctor 1:12 0.31 1 1.24 0.47 il 
University teacher 1.16 0.38 2 1.28 0.51 2 
Lawyer 145 0.64 3 1.40 0.55 3 
Chief 1.89 0.78 4 2.47 0.80 8.5 
Author 1.97 0.80 5 2.25 0,86 6 
Secondary school teacher 2.05 0.51 6 2.23 0.58 s 
Clergyman 2.96 0.84 7 3.10 0.95 15 
Merchant or businessman 2.50 0.73 8 1.92 0.79 4 
Nurse 2.60 0.64 9 3.01 0:57 yu 
Political party worker 2.70 0.93 10 2.38 0.90 (7 
Government clerk 2.71 0.59 11 2.78 0.58 1 
Soldier 2.78 0.81 12 3.00 0.64 12 
Actor 2.81 0.90 13 2.47 0.94 8.5 
Chief's counsellor 2.82 0.74 14 3.21 0:79: 1717 
Policeman 2.94 0.73 15 3.21 0,55; 17 
Farmer 2.95 0.96 16 2.15 1.06 10 
Office worker 2.96 0.60 17 3.03 0.56 14 
Middle school teacher 3.00 0.50 18 3.21 STET 
Primary school teacher 3.25 0.67 19 3:53 0.65 21 
Motorcar fitter 3.59 0.73 20 3.35 0:77 "19 
Petty trader 3.62 0.75 21 3.36 0.82 20 
Shop assistant 3.80 0.66 22 3,84 0.64 23 
Carpenter 3.84 0.73 23 3.73 075 22 
Farm laborer 447 0.70 24 4.51 0.63 24 
Streetcleaner 4.74 0.56 25 4.73 0,530028 


only one per cent of the students wished to 
become farmers in spite of the fact that it 
was raied higher in terms of both prestige 
and income than was primary or middle 
school teaching, which no less than 34 per 
cent of the students expected to enter. 

It would seem that the factors inhibiting 
the “return to the land" lie primarily in the 
institutional milieu of farming. Initially, of 
course, in certain areas of Ghana (such as 
Ewe territory) acute population pressure and 
land fragmentation pose the problem of get- 
ting people away from the villages and into 
alternative employment, or at least into 
areas where land is available. In other locali- 
ties suitable cash crops that might provide 
the basis for reasonable cash incomes to sup- 
plement subsistence activities have not yet 
been discovered. However, even in areas 
where cash crop farming can be moderately 
profitable, it takes place within a neotradi- 


tional framework. The farmer is not only 
obliged to reside in areas whose amenities 
are demonstrably inferior to those of the 
urban areas, but he is necessarily involved in 
the obligations and constraints of traditional 
rural structure. The demands of kin and the 
constrictions of traditional land tenure with 
its usual concomitant of endless litigation 
combine to make "progressive" farming a 
hazardous endeavour. In effect, if we are to 
really appreciate the factors that militate 
against individuals entering agriculture, we 
must examine the neotraditional institu- 
tional complex in which agricultural activi- 
ties take place. It is probably in this complex 
and in the structure of accompanying incen- 
tives that the primary variables lie—not in 
the deficiencies of agricultural instruction in 
the schools nor in the “academically” ori- 
ented values of students. Young people do 
not object to farming per se or to the de- 
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sirability of entering “modern” farming. 2° 
They are perfectly aware, however, that this 
is precisely what the institutional framework 
does not offer. Vocational instruction in 
agriculture by itself cannot induce youth to 
take up farming until an institutional com- 
plex exists which makes the utilization of 
new techniques profitable and meaningful. 
This reluctance would still prevail even if it 
were evident that such instruction was the 
principal mode of raising agricultural produc- 
tion. A high priority for research is indeed 
the delineation of those disincentives which 
spring from the neotraditional complex of 
institutions surrounding agriculture. 

We have argued so far that the vocational 
aspirations of children and the occupations 
which they enter are almost exclusively de- 
termined by factors which lie outside the 
schools. Indeed, in terms of the actual op- 
portunities open to them, the students’ per- 
ceptions are remarkably realistic. It follows, 
therefore, that no amount of formal techni- 
cal, vocational or agricultural instruction 
alone is going to check the movement from 
the rural areas, reduce the volume of unem- 
ployment, or indeed necessarily have any 
effect on the rate of economic development. 
Those factors which really give the impetus 
to early economic growth are far more 
subtle than the proponents of vocational 
education suppose. We would suggest that 
the crucial variables lie, instead, in the struc- 
ture of incentives within the economic sys- 
tem and in the degree to which the 
institutional milieu is supportive of entre- 
preneurial activity. Without such a milieu no 
amount of vocational instruction can be 
effective since the skills acquired will not be 
utilized. To put the issue more colloquially, 
in the initial stages technical and vocational 
instruction is the cart rather than the horse 
in economic growth, and its development 
depends upon real and perceived opportuni- 
ties in the economy. The provision of voca- 
tional education must be directly related to 
those points at which some development is 
already apparent and where demand for 
skills is beginning to manifest itself. . . . 


FOSTER 


NOTES 


1, UNESCO, United National Economic Commis- 
sion for Africa, Conference of African States on 
the Development of Education in Africa, 
UNESCO/ED/181 (Addis Ababa, 1961). Balogh’s 
observations are to be found in “Catastrophe in 
Africa,” Times Educational Supplement, Jan. Sth, 
1962, p. 8; and Feb. 9, 1962, p. 241. Also in 
“What Schools for Africa?" New Statesman and 
Nation (March 23, 1962), p. 412. 

2. United Nations, Committee on Information 
from Non-Self Governing Territories, Special Study 
on Educational Conditions in Non-Self Governing 
Territories (New York, 1960), p. 8. 

3. The text of this early document is to be found 
in H. S. Scott, *The Development of the Education 
of the African in Relation to Western Contact," 
The Yearbook of Education (London: Evans Bros., 
1938), pp. 693—739. 

4. There is considerable literature on this point 
but a few major examples may be cited. See the 
report of the Commissioner in the Appendix to the 
"Report of the Committee on the West Coast of 
Africa," Parliamentary Papers, Vol. ХІ, 1852. Also 
Gold Coast, Report of the Committee of Educa- 
tionalists (Accra: Government Printer, 1920); Jesse 
Jones, Education in Africa: A Study of West, 
South, and Equatorial Africa by the African Edu- 
cation Commission (New York: Phelps Stokes Fund, 
1922); Gold Coast, Report of the Education 
Committee, 1937-1941 (Accra: Government 
Printer, 1942). This list cannot present numerous 
additional statements of this nature and there 
should be no need to refer the reader to the 
famous policy statements of the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Education in the Colonies. However, in 
Appendix I to this paper we have included a selec- 
tion of statements from these earlier documents. 

5. Ghana, Statistical Reports Series I, No. 6, Ed- 
ucation Statistics 1959 (Accra: Office of the Gov- 
ernment Statistician, 1959). 

6. The Ghanaian Ministry of Education, like most 
African Ministries, does not include in its reports 
technical and vocational training being undertaken 
in special schools connected with Railways and 
Harbors, the Public Works Department, etc. 

7. For a succinct account of the activities of the 
Basel Mission see W. J. Rottman, “Тће Educational 
Work of the Basel Mission,” Appendix A.I to Spe- 
cial Reports on Educational Subjects, Vol. XIII, 
Part П. (London: H.M.S.O., 1905), pp. 307-318. 
8. See also I. M. Wallerstein, The Emergence of 
Two West African Nations: Ghana and the Ivory 
Coast (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1959), p. 241. 

9. See Gold Coast, Report of the Education De- 
partment, 1935, para. 332; also Gold Coast, Legis- 
lative Council Debates, 1933, pp. 5, 94; and 1935, 
p. 5. 

10. Rottman, op. cit., p. 300. 

11. These estimates have been computed from the 
1960 Population Census of Ghana, Advance Re- 
рог! of Vols. Ш and IV; Ghana, Quarterly Digest 
of Statistics (Accra: Office of the Government 
Statistician, 1959); and Ghana, Economic Surveys, 
1955—1958 (Accra: Government Printer, 1959). 
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12. This trend in demand for academic secondary 
is, of course, indicated most sharply by the growth 
of private and proprietary secondary schools in 
Ghana which by 1961 numbered no less than 52 
schools. 

13. No data exist on the occupational destinations 
of the products of technical institutes, but in 1961 
there was some concern that the products of 
Junior Technical Institutes, in particular, were ex- 
periencing difficulty in finding adequate employ- 
ment. 

14. Arch C. Callaway, “School Leavers in Nigeria: 
1," West Africa, No. 2286 (March 25, 1961), p. 
325. 

15. This view is to be found throughout the litera- 
ture. For a recent example see Ghana, Economic 
Survey 1958, p. 24. 

16. Balogh, op. cit, Times Educational Supple- 
ment, Feb. 9, 1962, p. 241. 
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17. We do not wish to imply here that the prob- 
lem of the *unemployed intellectual" who refuses 
to accept a type of employment ‘‘below his status” 
ва myth in all areas. There is little doubt that this 
phenomenon was clear enough in India. However, 
this is a very different thing from saying that such 
attitudes were a result of the kind of formal west- 
ern schooling undergone by students. They proba- 
bly stemmed from a much older tradition of 
Brahmanic intellectualism. However, in the case of 
West Africa, this would not appear to be the case, 
and there is a very high correlation between per- 
ceived prestige and perceived income variables. 

18. Callaway, “School Leavers in Nigeria: 3," West 
Africa, Vol. 2288 (April 8, 1962), p. 371. 

19. С. L. Barnard, “Gold Coast Children out of 
School," Oversea Education, Vol. XXII, No. 4 
(January 1957), pp. 163—172. 

20. See also Callaway, loc. cit. 
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THE POLITICS OF EDUCATION 


Of the major social science disciplines, perhaps none has devoted less of its resources to the 
study of education than political science. In contrast to sociologists, whose investigations of 
education and social background have illuminated the relationship between schools and the 
class structure (see Part II), and economists, whose inquiries into schooling and the labor 
market have done much to reveal the complex connections between the educational system 
and the economy (see Part III), political scientists have failed to produce a serious body of 
research in the politics of education. Michael W. Kirst, one of the few political scientists 
whose work focuses on schools, has described the politics of education as a “new and still 
largely uncharted area of research concentration." Despite its obvious importance for a 
general theory of educational change, we know surprisingly little about the process by which 
the structure of power influences the shape of educational systems. Even the decision-making 
approach, a staple of conventional political science, has been rarely applied to the study of the 
educational system.? The recent appearance of Maurice Kogan's study of educational 
policy-making in Britain (Kogan, 1975) may, we hope, signal increasing interest in a crucial 
but neglected field of study. Given the large and growing state spending on education and the 
concern of political scientists with the politics of the budgetary process, the shortage of 
educational decision-making studies seems curious indeed. 

The political scientists’ lack of interest in education may be attributed in part to their 
susceptibility to a myth that appeals to scholars and laymen alike: that schools are not 
political institutions. The idea that education should be kept out of politics and politics out of 
the schools, a notion that has been particularly widespread in the United States since the late 
nineteenth century,’ may have little analytical value, but it has served as a powerful brake on 


1. Michael W. Kirst, ed., State, School and Politics (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath, 1972), p. xvii. А 
2. Andre Benoit notes the absence of studies of educational decision-making in “A Note on Decision- 
Making Processes in the Politics of Education,” Comparative Educational Review 19 (February 1975): 


155—168. 
ет (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1974), and 


3. See David B. Tyack, The One Best Syst 
Chapter 23 of this volume, for an analysis of the origins of the view that schools should be controlled by 


“disinterested” professionals. 
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those who have wished to make the control of the schools an overt political issue. There have 
been relatively few dramatic political conflicts over education in the United States, and those 
that have occurred have tended, because of the lack of centralized control, to play themselves 
out at the local level, and have therefore failed to capture the attention of political scientists 
who prefer to focus their energies on the workings of the federal government. 

Fortunately for the development of the politics of education, however, a group of 
sophisticated educational historians have stepped into the void left by political scientists. Part 
of a broader “revisionist” movement among American historians that came into prominence 
in the 1960s, their work brings into question the rather benign view of American institutions 
that dominated previous research, particularly in education. David Cohen and Marvin 
Lazerson, in a provocative reinterpretation of the history of early twentieth-century American 
education (Chapter 21), draw upon a key work of revisionist history—James Weinstein’s study 
of corporate liberalism*—to reorganize evidence in support of their thesis that the educational 
history of this period can best be understood as an adaptation of the schools to large-scale 
corporate capitalism. Another leading revisionist historian, Michael B. Katz, best known for 
his study of class conflict in education in nineteenth-century Massachusetts, offers a 
penetrating analysis of the social basis of conflicts over forms of organizational control of 
education—conflicts that reflect, in his view, fundamental value differences (Chapter 22). And 
David B. Tyack, in an essay that owes much to Samuel P. Hays’s pioneering reinterpretation 
of the Progressive movement,° shows that the movement to centralize city school systems at 
the turn of the century, ostensibly devoted to the objective of giving power to non-political 
professional experts, actually established dominance by a social elite over urban education 
(Chapter 23). The success of progressive educational reformers derived in part from their 
ability to present their particular values as universal ones, and Tyack’s analysis of the 
movement to bureaucratize city schools is, in that sense, a case study of the role of ideology 
in the exercise of political power. 

Patterns of control over the educational system vary, of course, from one society to 
another, and the comparative approach can do much to clarify the ways in which education, 
political power, and social structure may be interrelated. Rolland Paulston applies this 
perspective to the Peruvian school system in search of the factors that obstruct educational 
change and finds that the highly hierarchical character of Peru’s social structure is itself the 
main impediment to rationalization (Chapter 24). Though control of the educational system is 
only a minor theme of Paulston’s article, his study is nonetheless a contribution to the politics of 
education, for it shows how power inheres in Peru’s complex system of overlapping class and 
cultural inequalities. Unlike some advocates of the decision-making approach, who do not see 
power except in those cases where there is overt conflict, Paulston is well aware that there is a 

mobilization of bias” in a given institutional structure, which reflects the power of some 
groups over others.” 

In many ways, Paulston’s formulation of the problem of power in education is similar to 
that of Max Weber, who held that the educational ideals and practices of a particular society 


4. James Weinstein, The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State, 1900-1919 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968). 

5. Michael B. Katz, The Irony of Early School Reform (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1968). 
6. Samuel P. Hays, “The Politics of Reform in Municipal Government in the Progressive Era," Pacific 
Northwest Quarterly, October 1964, pp. 157-169. 

7. See Steven Lukes, Power: A Radical View (London: Macmillan, 1974), for a critique of the decision- 
making approach to politics. For studies that focus, as Lukes advocates, on “non-decisions” and on control 
over the political agenda, the comparative perspective would seem likely to prove helpful in providing the 
needed empirical controls. 
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should be viewed in terms of its “structure of domination.”® Where Weber focuses on the way 
in which the cultural ideals of the dominant stratum penetrate the content of schooling, 
Paulston emphasizes their effects on the structure of the educational system. Both these 
problems are crucial for the development of a comprehensive theory of the politics of 
education, and both are amenable to empirical exploration. In order to investigate them 
adequately, however, educational researchers will have to go beyond the behaviorist 
techniques favored by political scientists. The writings of Weber and Durkheim (see Chapter 
2) provide a useful beginning here, but a politics of education deriving from their analyses of 
the cultural and structural bases of educational power has yet to be constructed.” 

One aspect of the relationship between the educational system and the political system 
that has been explored in some detail by political scientists is the role of schooling in 
developing political awareness. Hess and Torney, in one of the best-known studies on this 
subject, have declared, though without direct empirical evidence, that the school is the “most 
important and effective institution of political socialization in the United States.”"° Relying 
upon the standard research instrument used by students of political learning—the question- 
naire administered to a captive audience of schoolchildren—they conclude that “children in 
working-class areas of the city are less completely socialized (in the sense of being prepared 
for political participation) than children from middle-class homes."!! Viewed from this 
perspective, the process of political learning among working-class schoolchildren is not merely 
different from that occurring among their middle-class counterparts, but inferior; the political 
attitudes of children from working-class homes with respect to “efficacy” are, for example, 
viewed as being “behind” those of middle-class children. 

A careful examination of Hess and Torney’s “index of efficacy” reveals that one’s level of 
political development increases in direct proportion to one’s willingness to respond negatively 
to such statements as, “I don’t think people in the government care much about what people 
like my family think."!? Those poor and minority children who, drawing on their own 
experience, express agreement with such assertions are, as a consequence, labeled as 
"deficient" by political scientists whose own views of the realities of power are, to say the 
least, peculiarly benign. The incompletely socialized should not lose hope, however, for 
effective state intervention may reduce their deficit; as one leading researcher puts it, “quality 
education can produce not only compensatory intellectual training, but also compensatory 
political socialization."!? With proper instruction, then, working-class children and blacks can 


8. See Weber's “The Rationalization of Education and Training" and “Тће Chinese Literati” in From Max 
Weber: Essays in Sociology, edited by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1946), рр. 240-244, 416—444. Lt 

9. As a Marxist approach to the problem of the exertion of power in education in the absence of 
Observable conflict, Gramsci's concept of ideological hegemony would seem to open up à particularly 
promising avenue of thought. See Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks (New York: 
International Publishers, 1971). А У 

10. Robert D. Hess and Judith V. Torney, The Development of Political Attitudes in Children (Chicago: 
Aldine, 1969), p. 101. 

11. Ibid., p. 225. 


12. Ibid., p. 256. 4 
13. Richard M. Merelman, Political Socialization and Educational Climates (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and 


Winston, 1971), p. 111. Despite its use of the value-laden concept of “compensatory political socializa- 
tion," Merelman's study shows a degree of theoretical and methodological sophistication тате among 
political scientists using the survey approach. Other important studies of political socialization conducted 
within the mainstream of political science are David Easton and Jack Dennis, Children in the Political 
System: A History of American Urban Education (New York: Oxford University Press, 1969), and M. Kent 
Jennings and Richard G. Niemi, The Politica! Character of Adolescence (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 


University Press, 1974). 
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overcome “deficiencies” in their political socialization and develop a commitment to those 
middle-class values and beliefs that contribute to the maintenance of a democratic regime 
based on consensus.'^ 

An approach to the problem of political socialization that differs radically from the 
perspective of mainstream American political science is offered by two Italian sociologists, 
Marzio Barbagli and Marcello Dei (Chapter 25). While Americans tend to look upon the 
process of value transmission as a source of consensus, Barbagli and Dei, working within a 
Marxist framework, view it as a crucial support for a system of class domination. The values 
transmitted by the school are, they argue, the dominant values of the society and as such 
reflect the power of ruling groups to impose them on the rest of society. Thus the apparently 
neutral injunction against classroom discussion of “partisan” values (i.e., those that are in 
conflict with dominant values) is seen as part of a subtly conservative ideology of educational 
autonomy that serves to promote either depoliticization or a constricted political consensus. 

Perhaps even more important to the process of political socialization than the role of 
schooling in the direct transmission of political values is its indirect effect on the development 
of a political personality. Barbagli and Dei, whose study, Le vestali della classe media, actually 
focuses less upon the process of political socialization among students than upon the social 
position of Italian schoolteachers,5 nonetheless make a provocative suggestion about the 
indirect contribution of schooling to political socialization: that the degree of hierarchy in the 
teacher-pupil relationship is likely to affect the student’s attitudes toward authority not only 
in the school, but also in the larger society. Attitudes towards authority are, of course, 
profoundly political and would seem likely to make themselves felt with particular force in 
authority relations at the workplace, but the relationship between hierarchy in the school and 
hierarchy in the office and factory has been little explored, especially by political scientists, 
who generally do not look upon power relationships in the process of production as political 
at all. Instead, they focus their attention on what is overtly political in the educational 
process, thereby neglecting the implications of the “hidden curriculum” of schooling. For 
example, the ostensibly meritocratic selection procedures embodied in the workings of the 
educational system might be thought to provide important legitimation for social in- 
equality, but the formulation of such a hypothesis is outside the range of a framework that 
ignores ideologies implicit in the structure and process of education. Until serious attention is 
paid to the indirect as well as the direct effects of schooling, our knowledge of the role of the 
educational system in the development of the adult political actor is likely to remain 
superficial. 

That schools do not always incline students towards support for the status quo is suggested 
by the fact that the New Left, a movement that radically questioned the values and 


14. For a comprehensive critique of conventional studies of political socialization, see R. W. Connell and 
Murray Goot, "Science and Ideology in American "Political Socialization’ Research,” Berkeley Journal of 
Sociology, 1972-1973, pp. 165—193. Other interesting critiques include David Marsh, “Political Socializa- 
tion: The Implicit Assumptions Questioned,” British Journal of Political Science 1 (October 1971): 
453-465, and Kenneth Prewitt, “Some Doubts About Political Socialization Research,” Comparative 
Education Review 19 (February 1975): 105-114. For a discussion of possible new directions in research on 
schooling and political socialization, see Michael W. Kirst, ed., op. cit., pp. 231—237. 

15. Indeed, Barbagli and Dei's study (Bologna: Il Mulino, 1969), only a small portion of which is 
reproduced in this volume, is one of the most impressive sociological investigations of the schoolteacher to 
appear in recent years. For other studies of teachers that contain information on their political attitudes, 
see Harmon Zeigler, The Political Life of American Teachers (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1967), 
and A. H. Halsey and Martin Trow, The British Academics (London: Faber and Faber, 1971). 

16. See, for example, George S. Rothbart, “The Legitimation of Inequality: Objective Scholarship vs. 
Black Militance,” Sociology of Education 43 (Spring 1970): 159—174, 
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practices of the existing social order, emerged within the university itself. Few social 
phenomena have been as carefully investigated as the student movement; American student 
radicalism, in particular, has been the subject of literally hundreds of empirical studies. Most 
of them, however, concentrate upon individual differences between activists and non-activists; 
a few go on to examine institutional differences in the incidence of radical activity.'7 Yet 
despite the imposing body of empirical data these investigations have produced, the great 
majority of them, possessing neither a theoretical nor a historical framework, have 
contributed little toward an understanding of the student movement. 

One notable exception is the analysis offered by Michael W. Miles (Chapter 26), who not 
only places student radicalism in its historical context, but also links it to parallel changes 
occurring in the American class structure and in the “higher education industry.” The key 
to the student movement, Miles argues, lies in its origins in the new middle class—a group 
whose awareness of the precarious character of its social position, almost constantly 
threatened by the possibility of proletarianization, was made more acute by the process of 
industrialization taking place in American higher education. Miles’s analysis is a controversial 
one, for it attempts to explain both the rise and the fall of student radicalism in terms of a 
neo-Marxist theory of student alienation. His interpretation leads him, in the end, to suggest 
the possible emergence of a student movement based in the new working-class sector of higher 
education; that this form of student radicalism will, in fact, ever become a mass phenomenon 
seems unlikely at the present moment, but it is worth remembering that the social scientists of 
the late 1950s did not predict the rise of a student movement that would engulf their own 
universities just a few years later. 


17. A detailed list of these studies is contained in Kenneth Keniston, Radicals and Militants: An Annotated 
Bibliography of Empirical Research on Campus Unrest (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath, 1973). 

18. For a more elaborated analysis of the student movement, see Miles’s The Radical Probe (New York: 
Atheneum, 1971). Other important studies of student radicalism include Richard Flacks, Youth and Social 
Change (Chicago: Markham, 1971); Kenneth Keniston, Youth and Dissent (New York: Harcourt Brace 
Jovanovich, 1971); Seymour Martin Lipset, Rebellion in the University (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971); and 
Alain Touraine, The May Movement: Revolt and Reform (New York: Random House, 1971). 
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21. Education and the Corporate Order 
DAVID K. COHEN and MARVIN LAZERSON 


During the last fifteen years mounting con- 
flict over the nature and function of schools 
has generated heightened concern over edu- 
cation and an unprecedented awareness of 
school failure. Few would now proclaim, as 
Angelo Patri did in 1927, that “the schools 
of America are the temples of a living 
democracy."! A new history of American 
education reflecting these social conflicts has 
emerged, It focuses on the development of 
city school bureaucracy and professionalism, 
the education of European immigrant and 
black children, and inequality of educational 
opportunity.? Yet, despite the broadened 
scope of historical research on education, 
the new work remains disparate. In this 
paper we try to take the next step by sug- 
gesting several unifying themes and outlining 
а framework for understanding the develop- 
ment of education in the United States in 
this century.? 

In our view this history has to be under- 
stood in the framework of the schools’ 
adaptation to large-scale corporate capital- 
ism and the conflicts this engendered. 
Infusing the schools with corporate values 
and reorganizing them in ways seen as con- 
sistent with this new economic order has 
been the dominant motif. Education has 
been closely tied to production—schooling 
has been justified as a way of increasing 
wealth, of improving industrial output, and 
of making management more effective. The 
schools’ role has been to socialize economi- 
cally desirable values and behavior, teach 
vocational skills, and provide education con- 
sistent with students’ expected occupational 
attainment. As a result, the schools’ culture 
became closely identified with the ethos of 
the corporate workplace. Schooling came to 
be seen as work or the preparation for work; 


schools were pictured as factories, educators 
as industrial managers, and students as the 
raw materials to be inducted into the pro- 
duction process. The ideology of school 
management was recast in the mold of the 
business corporation, and the character of 
education was shaped after the image of 
industrial production.* 

But the schools’ adaptation to advanced 
corporate capitalism has not been accom- 
plished without conflict. While the corporate 
society seemed to require schools that social- 
ized students for work and evaluated their 
success in economic terms, the counter- 
argument that education should be playful 
and evaluated only on intrinsic and non- 
economic criteria has grown progressively 
more insistent. Industrialization drew and 
held a multitude of immigrants to the cities, 
but the public schools promulgated an essen- 
tially native version of American culture. 
From the outset, some newcomers reacted 
against schooling which barely recognized 
them, and sought alternative schools to 
legitimize and preserve their cultures. The 
corporate society required an academic 
meritocracy that selected students on the 
basis of ability and educated them accord- 
ingly. The great inequities in this selection 
system were a function of the students’ 
presumed occupational destination and 
could not be squared with prevailing ideas of 
equality. 

These conflicts still pervade the school 
system: schooling as work against education 
as play; cultural diversity against assimilation 
and non-recognition; academic merit against 
equality. These tensions are a product of the 
schools’ adaptation to large-scale corporate 
capitalism, and cannot be understood apart 
from its evolution.* 


From Socialist Revolution 2 (March/April 1972): 47—72. Reprinted by permission. 
This essay is a revised version of a paper entitled “Education and the Industrial Order" presented to the 
meetings of the American Educational Research Association, 1970. Copyright 1970 by David K. Cohen and 


Marvin Lazerson. 
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THE INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM OF 
SCHOOLING 


The leading idea of the corporate capitalist 
system of schooling was that education was 
an economic activity. Schooling was justified 
as a way to expand wealth by improving 
production. Skill and behavior training were 
stressed; students were selected for occupa- 
tion strata based on ability, and matched to 
occupations through counseling and training. 
Education was fashioned into an increasingly 
refined training and selection mechanism for 
the labor force. These ideas were reflected in 
the formulation of a Michigan educator in 
1921: 


We can picture the educational system as 
having a very important function as a select- 
ing agency, a means of selecting the men of 
best intelligence from the deficient and 
mediocre. All are poured into the system at 
the bottom; the incapable are soon rejected 
or drop out after repeating various grades 
and pass into the ranks of unskilled 
labor. . . . The more intelligent who are to be 
clerical workers pass into the high school; 
the most intelligent enter the universities, 
whence they are selected for the profes- 
sions. 


Such ideas had important implications for 
the conception and organization of school- 
ing. If schools were the primary occupa- 
tional training and selection mechanism, 
then the criteria of merit within schools had 
to conform to the criteria of ranking in the 
occupational structure. The schools’ effec- 
tiveness then could be judged by how well 
success in school predicted success at work. 
The criteria for these predictions were work 
behavior and academic ability. 

From the late nineteenth century 
onward, educators’ concern with student 
behavior was justified in terms of training 
for work. In 1909 the Boston School Com- 
mittee described the program of instruction 
in an elementary school given over to “pre- 
vocational” classes—a school for children 
expected to become factory workers: 
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Everything must conform as closely as possi- 
ble to actual industrial work in real life. The 
product must be not only useful, but must 
be needed, and must be put to actual use. It 
must be something which may be produced 
in quantities. The method must be practical, 
and both product and method must be sub- 
jected to the same commercial tests, as far as 
possible, as apply to actual industry.’ 


Typically, school officials stressed that class- 
room activities should inculcate the values 
thought to make good industrial workers— 
respect for authority, discipline, order, 
cleanliness and punctuality—and the schools 
developed elaborate schemes for grading, 
reporting, and rewarding student behavior. 
“One great benefit of going to school, espe- 
cially of attending regularly for eight or ten 
months each year for nine years or more,” 
argued A. E. Winship, editor of the Journal 
of Education in 1900, “5 that it establishes 
a habit of regularity and persistency in 
effort.” “Indeed,” Winship claimed, “the 
boy who leaves school and goes to work 
does not necessarily learn to work steadily, 
but often quite the reverse."? Going to 
school was better preparation for becoming 
a good worker than work itself! 

If schooling was conceived as a prepara- 
tion for work, it was only natural to orga- 
nize it on the model of the factory. School 
superintendents saw themselves as plant 
managers, and proposed to treat education 
as a production process in which children 
were the raw materials It was equally 
natural to evaluate schooling in terms of 
economic productivity. If education was 
work then its success or failure could be 
measured by income returns to schooling. 
This tendency to use market criteria in 
evaluating education flowered around the 
turn of the century: between 1880 and 1910 
scores of studies of income returns to educa- 
tion appeared. Superintendents, plant 
managers, and teachers’ associations pub- 
lished reports that sought to show that the 
more education students received, the 
greater their later earnings would be. This 
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was reflected in the schools’ internal evalua- 
tion systems, as grades and school retention 
were justified as strategies for raising later 
earnings. 

The ability criterion was no less impor- 
tant. The notion that adult success depended 
on school achievement came to have the 
status of religious dogma. As Ellwood 
Cubberley revealed in 1909, this idea is 
closely linked to the view that as the level of 
technology in production rises, workers 
require more education: 


Along with these changes there has come not 
only a tremendous increase in the quantity 
of our knowledge, but also a demand for a 
large increase in the amount of knowledge 
necessary to enable one to meet the changed 
conditions of modern life. The kind of 
knowledge needed, too, has fundamentally 
changed. The ability to read and write and 
cipher no longer distinguishes the educated 
from the uneducated man. A man must have 
better, broader, and a different kind of 
knowledge than did his parents if he is to 
succeed under modern conditions.’ 


The idea that knowledge is power dates back 
to the scientific revolution, but here Cub- 
berley was articulating a new version. It was 
not simply that knowledge was power, but 
that technological training was the key to 
personal success. 

These ideas were powerfully reinforced 
by the results of early testing research. The 
U.S. Army World War I tests, for example, 
showed a clear correlation between mea- 
sured intelligence and occupational attain- 
ment." This was generally presumed to 
prove that the occupational structure was 
meritocratic, allocating people to occupa- 
tions on the basis of innate intelligence. 
Early test results also showed that people 
who completed more years of school had 
higher IQs—from which it was inferred that 
“on the average, the stage in the school 
system attained by the average individual 
corresponds roughly with his сарас- 
ity...the amount of education is pretty 
closely related to the degree of natural intel- 
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ligence."!? These results gave an enormous 
boost to the notion that students who 
ranked high in school would later have high- 
ranking jobs. If people were poor, these tests 
seemed to prove that it was because they 
were stupid. It occurred to few (least of all 
the pioneers in testing) that people might 
test "stupid" because they were poor—that 
the tests might be biased to favor certain 
classes and social strata. 

Whatever the merit of these inferences, 
they did provide a powerful thrust for edu- 
cational testing. If smarter people got better 
jobs, then it was essential to make the ability 
criterion in IQ and achievement tests opera- 
tional. Armed with such instruments, educa- 
tors could separate students on the basis of a 
projection to adult status and thus tailor 
educational offerings to occupational expec- 
tations. The tests quickly came to be seen as 
the surest way to classify students and to 
organize schools for their work in occupa- 
tional pre-selection. Cubberley maintained in 
his introduction to Lewis Terman’s The 
Measurement of Intelligence that “the edu- 
cational significance of the results to be 
obtained from careful measurements of 
intelligence of children can hardly be over- 
estimated. Questions relating to the choice 
of studies, vocational guidance, schoolroom 
procedures, the grading of pupils, [and] 
promotional schemes... all alike acquire 
new meaning and significance when viewed 
in the light of the measurement of intelli- 
gence.”!4 

Educational testing grew rapidly during 
the two decades after World War I. Between 
1921 and 1936 more than five thousand 
articles on testing appeared in print; a 1939 
list of mental tests reported 4,279, and six 
printed pages of bibliographies on testing. i 
By then almost every major school system 
had a full program of achievement and IQ 
testing and a research bureau to administer 
the tests and interpret the results. A new 
sub-profession, educational psychology, had 
been established, complete with separate 
graduate training programs, distinct depart- 
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ments with education schools, different 
degrees, and professional journals. School 
psychology had become a quasi-independent 
career line within the schools, integrated 
into the administrative structure from local 
schools to the central research bureaus. Of 
one hundred fifty large cities surveyed in 
connection with a White House Conference 
on vocational education, called by President 
Hoover in 1932, three-quarters were using 
intelligence tests to classify and assign their 
students for instruction.!é 

Occupationally diversified curriculum was 
the corollary of testing. Curricular differen- 
tiation began before the testing movement, 
but testing provided a powerful reinforce- 
ment and rationale for it. The increasing 
differentiation of work in an urban corpo- 
rate economy, the demand of business and 
industrial leaders for appropriately trained 
and disciplined workers—and at the same 
time the desire to protect educational stan- 
dards for non-working-class children—gave 
rise to diverse curricula before the theory of 
meritocracy was developed. Under the pres- 
sure of these forces the older curriculum had 
begun to give way at the turn of the cen- 
tury—years before the testing movement 
emerged—and was being replaced by a multi- 
plicity of course offerings geared to the 
major strata of job categories. The National 
Education Association's 1910 Report of the 
Committee on the Place of Industries in 
Public Education summarized the rationale 
for educational differentiation: 


1. Industry, as a controlling factor in social 
progress, has for education a fundamental 
and permanent significance. 

2. Educational standards, applicable in an 
age of handicraft, presumably need 
radical change in the present day of 
complex and highly specialized industrial 
development. 

3. The social aims of education and the 
psychological needs of childhood alike 
require that industrial (manual- 
constructive) activities form an important 
part of school occupations. . . . 
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4. The differences among children as to 
aptitudes, interests, economic resources, 
and prospective careers furnish the basis 
for a rational as opposed to a merely 
formal distinction between elementary, 
secondary, and higher education." 


The last point is important, for the inven- 
tory of differences among children clearly 
reveals the class character of educational 
differentiation. | Working-class ^ children 
should not only get a different sort of 
schooling, but also should get less. Industrial 
elementary schools, prevocational programs, 
and junior high schools all were offered as 
ways of assuring that working-class children 
would stay in school and receive appropriate 
training.'5 At the same time, Cleveland’s 
School superintendent, for example, argued 
that working-class children would neither 
continue their education beyond the com- 
pulsory minimum, nor learn very much if 
they did stay. He proposed that their school- 
ing be limited to the elementary years, with 
à curriculum that imparted basic literacy, 
Bood behavior, and rudimentary vocational 
skills.!? 

Later, as the high schools became less and 
less the preserves of children from advan- 
taged families, curricular differentiation was 
necessary to maintain differences in educa- 
tional opportunity within the same period of. 
Schooling. Differentiation centered more and 
more on curricular differences within sec- 
ondary schools. At the turn of the century. 
special business and commercial courses 
already had been established in the high 
Schools; by the second decade many cities 
had created vocational, business, and aca- 
demic curricula. The school board president 
in the Lynds’ Middletown summarized the 
change succinctly, in the mid-1920s: “For a 
long time all boys were trained to be Presi- 
dent. Then for a while we trained them all to 
be professional men. Now we are training 
boys to get jobs,” 

The differentiation of educational offer- 
ings ran across the grain of established ideas 
about equality in education. As in so many 
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things, Cubberley characterized the situation 
bluntly in 1909: 


Our city schools will soon be forced to give 
up the exceedingly democratic idea that all 
are equal, and our society devoid of 
classes...and to begin a specialization of 
educational effort along many lines in an 
attempt to adapt the school to the needs of 
these many classes. ... Industrial and voca- 
tional training is especially significant of the 
changing conception of the school and the 
classes in society which the school is in the 
future expected to serve.” 


Some educators insisted that differentiation 
implied no change in the reigning ideas of 
equal opportunity, but a greater number 
tried to reconcile differentiation and its 
implications for equality. The NEA juxta- 
posed equality of opportunity as an 
abstraction” to the idea that education 
should be based on “the reality of opportu- 
nity as measured by varying needs, tastes, 
and abilities."?? Although such formula- 
tions were offered to support differentiation 
of educational offerings along class lines, this 
was rarely seen as inconsistent with the idea 
that “education should give to all an equal 
chance to attain any distinction in life.” 23 
The reconciliation lay in the ready identi- 
fication of ability with inherited social and 
economic status, an idea which the early 
testing movement reinforced. In theory, at 
least, there was no tension between the 
differentiation of school offerings and the 
academic meritocracy. 

The appeal of the meritocratic idea 
extended far beyond a rationale for curricu- 
lar differentiation. Educators and social 
reformers at the turn of the century were 
disturbed by the accumulation of a large, 
heavily immigrant industrial proletariat in 
the cities; they feared the prospect of class 
warfare, and found in educational opportu- 
nity a ready formula for remedy. Schools 
would provide a mechanism whereby those 
who were qualified could rise on the basis of 
ability. Even the greatest skeptics about the 
influence of environment on ability—E. L. 
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Thorndike, for example—agreed that the 
schools should provide avenues for mobility 
based on selection of talent." And liberals 
maintained that schools ought to remedy 
deficiencies that the environment inflicted 
upon children. Frank Carleton, for example, 
wrote in 1907 that the schools should 
reduce crime and dependency by providing 
special education for disadvantaged children. 
If schools compensated for environmental 
deficiencies, they would improve children’s 
chances for success in later life.” 

This faith in the transforming power of 
education has been the basis for compensa- 
tory education and social welfare programs 
since the late nineteenth century. Schooling 
was conceived as an engine of social reform, 
a mechanism whereby injustice could be 
remedied by distributing rewards on the 
basis of talent rather than inheritance. It was 
an idea peculiarly suited to corporate liberal- 
ism. The redistribution of social and eco- 
nomic status promised through schooling 
was neither an attack on property nor an 
effort to weaken the class structure. Rather 
than eliminating inequalities in social status 
or wealth, schooling would insure that these 
were consistent with qualification instead of 
birth. The great appeal of social reform 
through education was that all issues of 
distributive social justice were translated 
into matters of individual ability and effort 
in school and marketplace. 

These developments did not occur all at 
once, nor was the new system of schooling 
monolithic. As Michael Katz has pointed 
out, many educators who sought to model 
their schools on industrial lines seemed to 
have little idea of how industrial corpora- 
tions worked. And efforts to make the 
curriculum correspond to the occupational 
structure did not mean that educators knew, 
or tried to find out, what labor skills were 
actually needed. As production utilized 
increasingly advanced technology, the 
schools slowly followed suit—just as now the 
old model of the schools as factories is 
beginning to change, as manpower needs 
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change. But the commitment to the ability 
criterion, testing, guidance, and differen- 
tiated schooling has only been accentuated. 
While the character of work is changing, the 
schools’ role as the primary labor training 
and selection mechanism continues. 


TENSIONS IN THE NEW ORDER 


In the course of the schools’ adaptation to 
large-scale corporate capitalism, conflicts 
emerged in three areas. One centered on the 
system’s essential educational  values— 
extrinsically rewarded work—and the school 
culture this encouraged. Although the ethos 
of work has been dominant, the notion that 
education should involve play and intrinsic 
rewards has become increasingly prominent. 
A second involved the schools’ role in politi- 
cal and cultural socialization, and the con- 
flicts this provoked between successive 
groups of urban immigrants and the schools. 
These have been manifest in struggles over 
school governance and curriculum, and in 
the rejection of public education in favor of 
alternative educational institutions. Finally, 
tension occurred between the ideology of 
class structure—academic meritocracy—and 
the ideas of equality presumed to govern 
public education. 


Work and Play. The tension between 
these two conceptions of social activity 
increasingly permeates advanced industrial 
Societies; it extends from the character of 
productive activity to the quality of 
pedagogy. In education, the notion of play 
contains several elements. It suggests a learn- 
ing environment and process that in its pure 
form stresses self-expression, independence, 
and spontaneity. Several ideas underlie this. 
One is the view that learning is best if it is 
not compelled, but occurs freely through 
“natural” interactions—in games, in social 
intercourse among children and adults, and 
in the reach of intermittent curiosity. 
Another is the assumption that the ethos of 
education should be arranged so as to 
protect children from the rigors of work— 


COHEN AND LAZERSON 


instead of instilling the disciplines of the 
workplace, schools should avoid routine, 
compelled, and occupationally oriented 
learning. The advocates of play in education 
have reflected diverse political and pedagogi- 
cal viewpoints, sometimes stressing academic 
learning and in other cases emphasizing 
affective education or socialization. Some 
have justified play as an initial and more 
efficient method for producing good 
workers, but usually there has been hostility 
to extrinsic, market-oriented criteria of 
educational merit. Typically, the advocates 
of play in schooling are found in the *child- 
centered" wing of American едисаНоп 27 

The idea of education as play received its 
first major institutional expression in the 
kindergarten movement at the turn of the 
century, and later in the nursery school 
movement. Upper-middle- and upper-class 
advocates of early childhood education 
opposed their notion of school as play to the 
more disciplined forms of schooling then 
current. Their young charges were to learn 
through games, songs, stories, and other 
forms of casual interaction; direct compul- 
sion and outright discipline were to be 
avoided. Although they sought to harmonize 
this with the work ethic by claiming that 
play was a better preparation for work than 
rigid discipline and by asserting that play 
was the child's natural work, the advocates 
of kindergarten education were unable to 
avoid conflict with the established public 
schools. The kindergartens were often con- 
sidered undisciplined: some educators 
argued that kindergarten children came to 
school poorly prepared, either to learn or to 
behave properly. While the notion that pre- 
school education should be playful gradually 
became accepted by early childhood educa- 
tors, it continued to find itself in conflict 
with public school personnel.?8 

With the Progressive movement in educa- 
tion the idea of schooling as play was more 
widely diffused, and attempts were made to 
bridge the work-play conflict. Rejecting 
dualism in any form, John Dewey believed 
that work and play were part of a con- 
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tinuum, differing only in terms of “time- 
span” and the rigor of commitment to a 
specified goal. “In play,” he argued, the 
“activity is its own end, instead of having an 
ulterior result.” Play was “free, plastic,” it 
meant keeping "alive a creative and con- 
structive attitude.” Yet Dewey could 
harmonize work and play only by rejecting 
prevailing notions of work. He contended 
that work in an industrial society, “еѕре- 
cially in cities" was “anti-educational,” 
because it took its definition from the needs 
of the economy, rather than individual or 
social needs. To offset this, schools should 
function with an “absence of economic pres- 
sure," allowing students to build upon indi- 
vidual and social experience. In school, 
activities *are not carried on for pecuniary 
gain but for their own content. Freed from 
extraneous associations and the pressure of 
wage-earning, they supply modes of experi- 
ence which are intrinsically valuable; they 
are truly liberalizing in quality." Though 
Dewey would oppose the child-centeredness 
of later play advocates, his call for a learning 
process which began with the experience of 
the learner gave an added emphasis to 
intrinsic learning." 

Other educational reformers also juxta- 
posed learning from experience to learning 
by rote or from books. They sought to 
infuse the curriculum and pedagogy with 
spontaneity and free expression. The 
extreme incarnation of playful education 
was the child-centered school. In these 
schools, two commentators on the child- 
centered movement wrote in 1928, children 
“dance ...sing...play house and build 
villages; they keep store and take care of 
pets; they model in clay and sand; they draw 
and paint, read and write, make up stories 
and dramatize them.” Education in the 
child-centered classroom was designed to 
produce “individuality through the integra- 
tion of experience.” The ideal was expressed 
by one five-year-old who said of her paint- 
ing, “It looks the way you feel inside.” To 
the traditional notions of order, regimenta- 
tion, and vocationalism, the child-centered 
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school opposed spontaneity, freedom and 
self-expression. 

It would be wrong, however, to counter- 
pose the movement to bring “warmth” and 
spontaneity into the classroom to the 
process of the schools’ adaptation to corpo- 
rate capitalism. The educational reformers 
often had little impact on public education. 
The best examples of reform were usually 
found in private schools for middle-class 
children. This more “natural” schooling 
process fits in nicely with the trend in 
middle-class child-rearing ideas, away from 
repression and externally imposed discipline, 
toward greater freedom, and happiness in 
learning seemed to be linked with higher 
levels of achievement.?' It also fit in with 
the decline in the ethic of asceticism, the 
increase in leisure time that followed rising 
productivity in industry, and the promotion 
of a new ethic of consumption during the 
1920s. Later, particularly in the period after 
World War П, with the growth of a large 
labor force engaged in social control and 
services, the playful style has begun to find 
its way into public education. 

The urban school reform movement has 
increasingly gravitated in this direction, as 
Leicestershire styles of schooling empha- 
sizing naturalness, freedom, and experiential 
learning, have grown in influence. Educa- 
tional theoreticians have for the first time 
adopted a stance of conscious opposition to 
the notion of school as externally disciplined 
work. Holt, Denison, Leonard, Illich, and 
Friedenberg attack not only the discipline 
and work ethos of the public schools, but 
also the extrinsic rewards to which schooling 
is presumed to lead. They distinguish educa- 
tion from schooling, identifying education 
with freedom, natural authority, and 
learning-on-the-hoof; any discipline that 
does not arise immediately from the subject 
matter or the student-teacher relationship is 
rejected as illegitimate. They have called the 
entire authority structure of public educa- 
tion into question by rejecting the market 
values on which it rests. This is precisely the 
major change of the last decade: the polarity 
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between work and play in education has 
become an overt issue of policy rather than a 
persistent conflict of pedagogical styles. 

The source of the conflict between work 
and play lies in the changing character of 
productive activity. The increasingly techno- 
logical nature of production has created a 
demand for a more highly trained and differ- 
entiated labor force, engaged not only in 
goods production, but also in the production 
of culture, socialization, and welfare. Among 
the new strata of workers, labor has become 
more technological, cerebral, and mobile, 
and has created more room for leisure. Not 
only must the training period of such a labor 
force be extended, but the kind of training 
must be changed. An emphasis on “стеану- 
ity" replaces a pure emphasis on discipline. 
Play as an educational ideal becomes 
opposed to work, insofar as it encourages 
creativity. 

Play is, then, closely linked to the 
changes in the character of urban middle- 
and upper-middle-income groups and the 
emergence of these new occupational strata 
as a cultural aristocracy. Schools organized 
to satisfy the educational values of these 
strata also have distinct "class" character: 
they often are exclusive, and more impor- 
tant, they represent an effort to escape or 
deny the ethos of the industrial system and 
its traditional asceticism. The free schools— 
like the styles of their pupils’ parents— 
reflect not only differences in taste, but a 
freedom and a leisure that the distribution 
of wealth denies to the lower- and lower- 
middle-income groups.? Nonetheless, these 
new groups have become important agents 
of political and social change. 

The development of corporate capitalism 
toward increasingly technological forms of 
production carries with it vast changes in the 
life styles and occupational needs of middle- 
income groups. If our analysis is correct, 
these developments carry with them values 
antithetical to earlier conceptions of educa- 
tion. The educational style of the urban 
upper-middle-income groups stands іп 
increasing opposition to the central values of 
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the established system of schooling. While 
the discipline of that system is still domi- 
nant, there have been enough changes to 
achieve an irretrievable legitimacy for play. 
The continued growth of the welfare- 
socialization-culture industries and the devel- 
opment of technological industrialism will 
only increase the pressure to treat schooling 
as a form of play and pleasure. 


Cultural and Political Tensions. Cultural 
differences between urban immigrants and 
the schools were a second point of conflict. 
Industrialization attracted immigrants to the 
cities and held them there, producing a 
deluge of non-English-speaking families at 
the turn of the century, especially in the 
East. The response was twofold: efforts were 
made to use the schools as vehicles of inten- 
sive and rapid socialization—preparation for 
citizenship and work—and the movement to 
centralize urban school government was 
accelerated. 

American educators had always assumed 
that the public school was essential to cul- 
tural unity, but at the turn of the century 
that idea received intensive application. 
Immigrants were inculcated with the values 
of the dominant culture through evening 
schools—often compulsory for the non- 
English-speaking—language instruction, civ- 
ics, and American history, the celebration of 
patriotic holidays, and countless informal 
ways. Specially designed textbooks taught 
immigrants cleanliness, hard work, and how 
to apply for a job and naturalization papers, 
and informed them that rural, Protestant 
America epitomized the best in American 
life. Evening school teachers in Lawrence, 
Massachusetts, were told to convince the 
foreign-born of the efficacy of schooling: 
"Try to make them feel that they are 
coming to school not because they are 
obliged to, but because they wish to, be- 
cause they know America means Opportu- 
nity .. . and the Opportunity now knocks at 
their доог... „33 

Americanization programs were also 
established outside the schools. In the Inter- 
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national Harvester Company plants, immi- 
grants learned English through such lessons 
as: 


I hear the whistle. І must hurry. 
I hear the five minute whistle. 
It is time to go into the shop.... 


I change my clothes and get ready to work.... 


I work until the whistle blows to quit. 
I leave my place nice and clean.” 


Yet if a variety of institutions sought to 
integrate the newcomer, the public school 
was almost universally considered the 
primary agency of assimilation. “The pts 
can school,” educators and public agreed, “ 
the salvation of the American republic.” = 

How immigrants responded to this Ameri- 
canization process is unclear. Were language 
instruction and the curriculum’s social con- 
tent points of tension? Did immigrants go to 
evening schools? Did particular immigrant 
groups relate to the public schools in differ- 
ent ways? The evidence is mixed. Some 
historians and contemporary writers report 
great enthusiasm for public education as a 
vehicle of assimilation and social mobility. 
Mary Antin found her first day at school 
“the apex of my civic pride and content- 
ment”: “To most people their first day at 
school is a memorable occasion. In my case 
the importance of the day was a hundred 
times magnified, on account of the years I 
had waited, the road I had come, and the 
conscious ambitions I had entertained.” 3 
On the other hand, there was substantial 
conflict at both the state and municipal 
levels and between immigrant nationalities 
over foreign language teaching in the public 
schools." Some immigrant groups estab- 
lished educational institutions of their 
own—among Catholics usually in the form of 
parochial schools, and among Jews as 
part-time educational alternatives. In the 
larger cities there were numerous afternoon 
and weekend Jewish schools—many of them 
apparently in wretched condition—designed 
to transmit religious and cultural tradi- 
tions.?? 

Another source of conflict seems to have 
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been the public schools' staff, though evi- 
dence on this is hard to come by. Teachers 
in immigrant neighborhoods often were 
antagonistic to the newcomers, and there is 
some evidence of resistance to accepting 
teaching positions in immigrant neighbor- 
hoods. Michael Gold, in his autobiographical 
novel Jews without Money, records the 
hostility of his teacher in a Lower East Side 
elementary school, calling her a *Ku Kluxer 
before [her] time," a woman tortured by 
having to teach in a predominantly Jewish 
school)? And even those teachers not ex- 
plicitly hostile to immigrants rejected their 
unfamiliar behavior and values. Rarely were 
pleas for pluralism in the schools heard from 
professional educators.^! 

These conflicts were partly resolved by 
the process of ethnic succession to bureau- 
cratic power in city school systems. Al- 
though the process occurred at different 
times, even by 1909 it was fairly , Vell 
advanced in some of the larger cities. At 
least in the large eastern cities, the Jews and 
the Irish were solidly entrenched in the 
teaching force by the 1920s. In addition, 
conflict was muted by the second-generation 
immigrant identification with the dominant 
culture; as the children of immigrants 
entered urban school bureaucracies they 
may often have rejected demands for ethnic 
pluralism. 

The political response to the immigrants 
involved changes in the organization and 
control of urban school systems. As the 
Europeans inundated the cities, local schools 
were removed from ward and neighborhood 
control, and given over into the hands of 
central boards controlled by the established 
city elites. This shift away from district 
control and ward-oriented politicians to 
centralized agencies was central to the Pro- 
gressive movement in politics, and it drew 
heavily on the Progressive ideology of 
reform: efficiency, expertise, and поп- 
partisanship. But these ideas were also linked 
to bigotry and explicit class biases. School 
centralization in the interests of efficiency 
had the effect—and in at least some cases the 
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intent—of removing power and influence 
over schooling from the hands of the poor 
and the culturally different.^? 

Cubberley made this explicit, in his 
rationale for replacing the ward system of 
School government with centralized school 
committees: 


The tendency of people of the same class or 
degree of success to settle in the same part 
of the city is a matter of common knowl- 
edge... 

One of the important results of the 
change from ward representation to election 
from the city at large, in any city of average 
decency and intelligence, is that the in- 
evitable representation from these “роог 
wards" is eliminated, and the board comes 
to partake of the best characteristics of the 
city as a whole. 


Cubberley gave the example of a city in 
which the board was divided between 
working-class and professional members, and 
argued that this pointed up the “constant 
danger” in the ward system: “The less intel- 
ligent and progressive element would wear 
out the better elements and come to rule the 
board."5 When he came to suggesting the 
sort of people who might best serve on the 
new citywide boards, Cubberley was no less 
forthright: 


To render such intelligent service to the 
school system of a city as has been indicated 
requires the selection of a peculiar type of 
citizen for school board member.... Men 
who are successful in the handling of large 
business undertakings—manufacturers, mer- 
chants, bankers, contractors, and profes- 
sional men of large practice—would perhaps 
come first.... College graduates who are 
successful in their business or professional 
affairs, whatever may be their profession or 
occupation, also usually make good board 
members. ... 


Opportunities for schooling were ex- 
tended to immigrant children partly to trans- 
form them into a stable, quiescent labor 
force. The school demanded cultural 
homogeneity and extolled the virtues of 
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work; work was viewed not as a way of 
staying alive, but as a pattern of behavior. 
Placing people in an industrial complex and 
making them dependent upon it—economi- 
cally and psychologically—forged а link 
between them and the system’s prosperity. 
It was toward this end that the cultural and 
political activities of public education 
worked. 

The parallels to the recent black struggle 
for control of education are striking. In part 
the current conflict represents an effort to 
establish a legitimate black culture and con- 
trol the instruments of its diffusion, but it is 
also an effort to reconstitute more particu- 
larism in school government. Although there 
are many important distinctions, because of 
the very different historical experiences of 
European immigrants and Negro Americans, 
the structural features of conflict in educa- 
tion are strikingly similar. The schools are 
still essentially WASP in their values—even 
with ethnic succession to teaching and 
administration—and they have conceded 
little to racial, national, or class cultures. 
Cultural diversity is still a matter of basic 
struggle in education, and groups seeking it 
have had to adopt alternatives outside the 
public system. 


Merit and Equality. In theory, the 
schools’ relation to the social structure has 
been egalitarian and reformist—to allocate 
status on the basis of achievement rather 
than inheritance, thereby providing a 
remedy for injustice. Historically, however, 
the extent to which the meritocracy actually 
worked, and the value of merit selection and 
its implications for equality, have been in 
dispute. 

At the turn of the century, the issue 
centered on differentiating educational 
Opportunities. Tension arose between the 
egalitarian principle that the state should 
treat all citizens equally, and the merito- 
cratic notion that equality meant status аПо- 
cated by achievement. The first implied 
exposure of all students to a common cur- 
riculum, while the second involved allocating 
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educational resources based on expectations 
of students’ adult status. The established 
egalitarian ideology of public schooling 
seemed to demand the inculcation of com- 
mon values, absorption of a common 
heritage, and exposure to the same school 
experiences. The notion of schools as an 
industrial meritocracy implied diversifica- 
tion, discrimination, and hierarchy.*7 As the 
differentiation of school offerings spread, a 
new notion of equality emerged—equal 
school achievement for equal ability. Differ- 
entiation was justified as a way of organizing 
education to conform with social and eco- 
nomic realities, and this in turn was pre- 
sented as a way of providing meaningful 
equality of educational opportunity. As the 
Boston school superintendent argued in 
1908: 


Until very recently [the schools] have of- 
fered equal opportunity for all to receive 
one kind of education, but what will make 
them democratic is to provide opportunity 
for all to receive such education as will fit 
them equally well for their particular life 
work, 


The idea was difficult to oppose, for the 
advocates of equality—the unified cur- 
riculum—were identified with tradition 
during a ferment of progressive reform. 
Their defense of common learning asserted 
the need for broad "mental training" at a 
time when influential psychologists like E. 
L. Thorndike were calling for training for 
specific ends. But most important, the tradi- 
tionalists seemed hostile to the educational 
needs of working-class and immigrant chil- 
dren entering the schools in large 
numbers. The diversifiers needed only to 
point to evidence of massive school retarda- 
tion and dropouts to make their case; the 
choice was diversification and vocational 
orientation or continued inefficiency.*° As 
long as the alternatives were so limited, it is 
hardly surprising that differentiated educa- 
tional “equality” met with such rapid accep- 
tance. 

For those who accepted this notion of 
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equality, the success of the new system was 
measured by the extent to which students 
were actually afforded education on the 
basis of the announced merit criteria. From 
the outset critics argued that the academic 
meritocracy involved considerable discrimi- 
nation. George Counts, for example, argued 
in 1922 that the differentiation of secondary 
educational offerings selected students on 
the basis of race, nationality, and class. 5! 
His research showed that the inherited 
indicia of social status played an enormous 
role in determining entrance to secondary 
school, the likelihood of remaining in 
school, and the curricula pursued within 
schools. Counts concluded that: 


...the inequalities among individuals and 
classes are still perpetuated to a considerable 
degree in the social inheritance. While the 
establishment of free public high schools 
marked an extraordinary educational 
advance, it did not by any means equalize 
educational opportunity. Education means 
leisure, and leisure is an expensive luxury. In 
most cases today this leisure must be guar- 
anteed the individual by the family. Thus, 
secondary education remains largely а 
matter for family initiative and concern, and 
reflects the inequalities of family means and 
ambition.” 


He maintained that public support for 
secondary education could not be justified 
as long as the selectivity was so badly biased 
by students’ background. Either selection 
should be absolutely rigorous and objective, 
scientifically selecting an educated elite from 
all classes, or the same education should be 
made available to all without any selection. 
Counts maintained that the measurement 
technology was inadequate to support a 
really scientific system, although his opposi- 
tion to selectivity was political, not techno- 
logical. He favored the absolute universaliza- 
tion of secondary education.’ 

The problem was that while Counts got 
his wish—secondary education rapidly 
became virtually universal—this was accom- 
panied by selectivity based on the measure- 
ment technology he regarded as inadequate. 
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Although an impressive literature grew up 
which raised questions about the class and 
ethnic bias of the tests, their use to group 
and assign students increased. Although 
scores of studies of ability grouping failed to 
reveal any clear advantage for students in the 
practice, ability grouping became wide- 
spread. Although—as Counts pointed out 
in 1922, and critics of vocational education 
have pointed out since—curricular differen- 
tiation really helped little in job training or 
placement, the spread of differentiation con- 
tinued.55 Since the 1920s evidence has accu- 
mulated that children of the poor and the 
working class, and those from immigrant 
groups, were disadvantaged by grouping, 
differentiation and intelligence testing. 
Whether educational progress was measured 
by curricular placement, school completion, 
or the tests themselves, those who were 
economically disadvantaged or culturally 
different usually came out at the bottom of 
the heap.5? 

The chief implication of all this was 
reasonably clear: the schools’ methods for 
measuring merit—especially the tests—were 
seriously biased by inherited status and cul- 
ture. Evenhandedness and the application of 
“objective measures” could not provide 
equal chances for school success among 
groups of children who arrived in school 
with differing class and cultural back- 
grounds. But educators, researchers, and 
reformers have generally taken different 
views. 

Most reformers have accepted the princi- 
ple of merit selection because they saw edu- 
cation as a vehicle for promoting social 
reform through individual mobility. The 
notion that education was a means for defer- 
ting direct (redistributive) social change by 
displacing it onto individual achievement has 
been a central element in modern American 
liberalism. It rests on a desire to promote 
social justice without attacking the distribu- 
tion or ownership of property. The conse- 
quence for education has been curious—the 
more evidence has accumulated that school 
success depended upon inherited economic 
and social status, the more the liberal re- 
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formers insisted that the schools should 
compensate for environmental differences 
among children. Such efforts have been tried 
increasingly over the past four or five 
decades, but there is scant evidence that 
they work any particular advantage for the 
children concerned. Nonetheless, every evi- 
dence of failure seems only to reinforce the 
idea that more compensation is required. 
Because of the liberal commitment to social 
reform through individual achievement, the 
development of school reform has been per- 
versely related to the evidence: the more it 
shows that school performance is pro- 
foundly conditioned by inherited status, the 
more insistent the demands for compensa- 
tory schooling have grown; there never has 
been much mention of directly reducing the 
underlying status inequalities. It is testimony 
to the power of liberal ideology—and the 
class character of school reform efforts—that 
evidence on the educational consequences of 
inequality produces efforts to improve the 
meritocracy, rather than efforts to reduce 
the inequality. 

The reason for this is apparent: since the 
underlying function of the school system is 
not challenged by the educational reformers, 
the only thing that can be done to make it 
more democratic is to eliminate the barriers 
facing the “brighter,” or more ambitious, 
children of minority or low-income parents. 
The attempt has been made over the last 
several decades, and especially in the 1960s, 
to apply the principle of merit as fairly as 
possible (given the class purpose of public 
education) so that an occupational elite can 
be chosen from all groups in American 
Society while class and social stratification 
remains intact. Equality in education will 
require the elimination of the meritocratic 
structure, but that reform cannot take place 
in an educational system whose purpose is to 
socialize children into а stratified class 
society. 


NOTES 


1. Angelo Patri, The Problems of Childhood (New 
York, 1927), p. 10. 


EDUCATION AND THE CORPORATE ORDER 


2. Among the recent studies are Michael Katz, The 
Irony of Early School Reform: Educational Inno- 
vation in Mid-Nineteenth Century Massachusetts 
(Cambridge, 1968); Marvin Lazerson, Origins of 
the Urban School: Public Education in Massachu- 
setts, 1870—1915 (Cambridge, 1971); Katz, “The 
Emergence of Bureaucracy in Urban Education: 
The Boston Case, 1850—1884,” History of Educa- 
tion Quarterly 8: Summer-Fall 1968, pp. 155—88, 
319-57; David Tyack, “Bureaucracy and the Com- 
mon School: The Example of Portland, Oregon, 
1851—1913,” American Quarterly 19: Fall 1967, 
рр. 475-98; Tyack, “City Schools at the Turn of 
the Century: Centralization and Social Control,” 
unpublished ms. in authors’ possession; Berenice 
Fisher, Industrial Education: American Ideals and 
Institutions (Madison, 1967); Sol Cohen, “The 
Industrial Education Movement, 1906—17,” Ameri- 
сап Quarterly 20: Spring 1968, рр. 95—110; 
Туаск, “Onward Christian Soldiers: Religion in the 
American Common School," in Paul Nash, ed., 
History and Education (New York, 1970); 
Timothy Smith, “Immigrant Social Aspirations and 
American Education, 1880-1930,” American 
Quarterly 21: Fall 1969, pp. 523-43; Colin Greer, 
“Immigrants, Negroes, and the Public Schools,” 
Urban Review, January 1969, pp. 9-12; Greer, 
“Public Schools: Myth of the Melting-Pot,” Satur- 
day Review, 15 November 1961; and the articles 
by David K. Cohen, Tyack, S. Cohen, Neil Suther- 
land, Daniel Calhoun, and Katz in History of Edu- 
cation Quarterly 9: Fall 1969. 

3. For other attempts at such a framework, see 
Lawrence Cremin, The Genius of American Educa- 
tion (New York, 1965); Henry Perkinson, The 
Imperfect Panacea (New York, 1968); and Robert 
Wiebe, “The Social Functions of Public Educa- 
tion," American Quarterly 21: Summer 1969, pp. 
147—64. For attempts to explain the more general 
revolution in organizational values in which the 
transformation of the schools occurred see Robert 
Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (New 
York, 1967); and James Weinstein, The Corporate 
Ideal in the Liberal State, 1900-1918 (Boston, 
1968). 

4. Raymond Callahan, Education and the Cult of 
Efficiency (Chicago, 1962). 

5. Various aspects of the industrial system of 
schooling are discussed in Callahan, S. Cohen, and 
Fisher. See also Edward A. Krug, The Shaping of 
the American High School (New York, 1964), chs. 
8-11; Marvin Lazerson, Origins of the Urban 
School, chs. 5—7; and Thomas Green, Work, 
Leisure, and the American Schools (New York, 
1968). 

6. W. B. Pillsbury, "Selection-An Unnoticed 
Function of Education," Scientific Monthly 12: 
January 1921, p. 71. 

7. Boston, Documents of the School Committee, 
1908, no. 7, pp. 48-53. 

8. A. E. Winship, Jukes-Edwards (Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania, 1900), p. 13. 

9. Callahan, Cult of Efficiency. 

10. A. C. Ellis, The Money Value of Education, 
Bulletin no. 22, U.S. Bureau of Education (Wash- 
ington, 1917). 

11. Ellwood Cubberley, Changing Conceptions of 
Education (Cambridge, 1909), pp. 18—19. 


385 


12. Robert Yerkes and C. S. Yoakum, Army 
Mental Tests (1920). 

13. Pillsbury, “Selection,” p. 64. 

14. Cubberley in Lewis Terman, The Measurement 
of Intelligence (Boston, 1916), pp. vii—viii. 

15. Florence Goodenough, Mental Testing (New 
York, 1949), pp. 89—90. 

16. White House Conference on Child Health and 
Protection, Vocational Guidance (New York, 
1932), pp. 25—27. 

17. National Education Association, Report of the 
Committee on the Place of Industries in Public 
Education, 1910, pp. 6–7. 

18. Frank M. Leavitt and Edith Brown, Prevoca- 
tional Education in the Public Schools (Boston, 
1915). 

19. S. Cohen, “Industrial Education," pp. 105—6. 
20. Robert and Helen Lynd, Middletown (New 
York, 1956 ed.), p. 194. 

21. Cubberley, Changing Conceptions, pp. 53—57. 
22. Ibid., pp. 21—22. 

23. National Education Association, Place of In- 
dustries, p. 7. 

24. E. L. Thorndike, Educational Psychology 
(New York, 1903), pp. 44—46. 

25. Frank Carleton, "The School as a Factor in 
Industrial and Social Problems," Education 28: 
October 1907, рр. 77—79. 

26. Katz, “Bureaucracy,” рр. 167—68. 

27. Various aspects of education as play are dis- 
cussed in Cremin, The Transformation of the 
School (New York, 1961), pp. 201-24, 276-91, 
309-13. On playfulness as an intellectual attribute, 
see Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in 
America (New York, 1962), pp. 29-33. The con- 
flict between work and play is also discussed in 
Green, Work, Leisure, and the American Schools. 
28. Lazerson, Origins of the Urban School, ch. 2; 
and Lazerson, “Social Reform and Early Child- 
hood Education: Some Historical Perspectives,” 
Urban Education 5: April 1970. 

29. John Dewey, Democracy and Education (New 
York, 1966 edition), ch. 15. John and Evelyn 
Dewey, Schools of Tomorrow (New York, 1962 
edition), details Dewey’s attempt to harmonize the 
work-play tension. 

30. Harold Rugg and Ann Shumaker, The Child- 
Centered School (Yonkers-on-the-Hudson, 1928), 
pp. 3, 5—6, and passim; Agnes DeLima, Our Enemy 
the Child (New York, 1926). Contrast the class- 
rooms in Rugg and Shumaker and DeLima with 
Lynd, Middletown, рр. 188—205. 

31. Bernard Wishy, The Child and the Republic 
(Philadelphia, 1968), is suggestive on nineteenth- 
century changes in child-rearing. 

32. Education-as-play is not simply an American 
phenomenon. The playful style gained popular cur- 
rency among the bourgeoisie in eighteenth-century 
Europe, and in many respects is simply the natural 
consequence of the emphasis on individuality and 
liberation common to the Enlightenment and the 
Romantic movement. But the idea that play is a 
legitimate form of activity and a suitable medium 
for cultural expression has its roots in the society 
and chivalric culture of the high Middle Ages, and 
in the Renaissance cult of individuality. His- 
torically, at least, the cultivation of play is pro- 
foundly aristocratic. And in fact, striving for 


386 


aristocratic culture and values always has been ап 
important activity in the upper middle class, no 
less in America than in Europe. 

33. Lawrence, Massachusetts, A Syllabus for the 
Instruction of Non-English-Speaking Pupils in the 
Evening Schools (Lawrence, 1908); Sara O’Brien, 
English for Foreigners (Boston, 1909). 

34. Quoted in Gerd Korman, Industrialization, Im- 
migrants, and Americanizers (Madison, 1967), pp. 
144-45. 

35. E. О. Vaile, “Teaching Current Events in 
School," National Education Association, Proceed- 
ings and Addresses, 1892, p. 142. See also Oscar 
Handlin, John Dewey's Challenge to Education 
(New York, 1959); Edward Hartmann, The Move- 
ment to Americanize the Immigrant (New York, 
1948); Lazerson, Origins of the Urban School, ch. 
8. 
36. Mary Antin, The Promised Land (Boston, 
1912), p. 198; Smith, “Immigrant Social Aspira- 
tions." 

37. J. Fishman, Language Loyalty in the United 
States (New York, 1966), pp. 206—52; Leonard 
Covello, The Heart Is the Teacher (New York, 
1958); Rudolph Vecoli, “Prelates and Peasants,” 
Journal of Social History, Spring 1969, pp. 217— 
68. 

38. Robert Cross, "Origins of Catholic Parochial 
Schools in America," American Benedictine Re- 
view 16, June 1965, pp. 194—209; Alice Masaryk, 
"The Bohemians in Chicago," Charities 13:3 De- 
cember 1904. 

39. Leo Honor, "Jewish Elementary Education in 
the United States, 1901—1950," American Jewish 
Historical Society, Publications 42: September 
1952, pp. 1—42; Leibush Lehrer, “Тһе Jewish 
Secular School," Jewish Education 7, January- 
March 1935, pp. 33-43; Lloyd Gartner, Jewish 
Education in the United States (New York, 1969). 
There are a number of autobiographical and fic- 
tional accounts of part-time Jewish schools; see, 
e.g., Henry Roth, Call It Sleep (New York, 1962 
edition), pp. 211-25. 


COHEN AND LAZERSON 


40. Michael Gold, Jews without Money (New 
York, 1965 edition), p. 22. 

41. Tyack, “Onward Christian Soldiers”; and 
Tyack, "The Perils of Pluralism: Oregon's Com- 
pulsory Public School Bill of 1922," unpublished 
ms. in authors’ possession. 

42. U.S. Immigration Commission, “Тһе Children 
of Immigrants in the Schools,” Reports (Washing- 
ton, 1911), vols. 29—33. 

43. Tyack, “City Schools at the Turn of the Cen- 
tury.” 

44. Cubberley, Public 
(Cambridge, 1916), p. 93. 
45. Ibid., p. 93. 

46. Ibid., pp. 124-25. 
47. Lazerson, Origins of the Urban School, ch. 7. 
48. Boston, Documents of the School Committee, 
1908, no. 7, р. 53. 

49. Krug, Shaping of те American High School, 
chs. 8—9. 

50. Leonard Ayres, Laggards in Our Schools (New 
York, 1909); D. Cohen, “Immigrants and the 
Schools," Review of Educational Research 40: 
February 1970, pp. 13-27. 

51. George Counts, The Selective Character of 
American Education (Chicago, 1922). 

52. Ibid., p. 148. 

53. Ibid., pp. 149—56. 

54. C. Brigham, "Intelligence Tests of Immigrant 
Groups," Psychological! Review 37 (1930), pp. 
158—65; National Society for the Study of Educa- 
tion, Twenty-Seventh Yearbook (Bloomington, 
Indiana, 1928). 

55. U.S. Office of Education, Cities Reporting the 
Use of Homogeneous Grouping and of the Win- 
netka Technique and the Dalton Plan, city school 
leaflet 22, December 1926; see the discussion of 
ability grouping in National Society for the Study 
of Education, Thirty-Fifth Yearbook (Blooming- 
ton, Indiana, 1936), part 2. 

56. Counts, Selective Character. 

57. D. Cohen, “Immigrants and the Schools.” 


School Administration 


22. From Voluntarism to Bureaucracy in American Education 


The creation of institutions preoccupied 
early-nineteenth-century Americans. Wheth- 
er they were building banks or railroads, 
political parties or factories, hospitals or 
schools, Americans confronted the inap- 
propriateness of traditional organizational 
arrangements, and their attempts to find a 
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suitable fit between the form and context of 
Social life stimulated a prolonged national 
debate. For the most part, the public record 
of the controversy rests in massively tedious 
proposals for the introduction or alteration 
of particular organizational details; it ap- 
pears to be the prosaic and even trivial 
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record of practical men solving everyday 
problems. Yet, the arguments of these prac- 
tical men over the external features of insti- 
tutions frequently represented a fundamen- 
tal clash of social values. For the task of 
appropriately arranging public activities 
formed an intimate part of the problem of 
building a nation, and alternative proposals 
embodied different priorities and dissimilar 
aspirations for the shape of American soci- 
ety. 

It is my hypothesis that four major 
models of organization conflicted in the first 
half of the nineteenth century. The four 
models I shall term paternalistic voluntarism, 
corporate voluntarism, democratic localism, 
and incipient bureaucracy. 

For the most part, the debate centered on 
objective questions—that is, definite struc- 
tural characteristics on which organizations 
may be said to differ. The primary dimen- 
sions in the controversy were: scale (or size), 
control, professionalism, and finance. Each 
proposal concerning one of these organiza- 
tional characteristics rested on social values, 
which, though often remaining implicit, had 
enormous emotional significance. (We have 
only to recall the decentralization con- 
troversy in New York City today to realize 
the emotion-laden value content of issues of 
control and professionalism in education.) 
At the same time, issues of value often ex- 
plicitly enveloped the debate, especially 
when proponents raised questions of orga- 
nizational purpose. And here the issue most 
frequently at odds became the degree of 
standardization desirable in American in- 
stitutional forms, behavior, and cultural 
values. 


The New York Public School Society, es- 
tablished as the New York Free School Soci- 
ety in 1805, represents the paradigm case of 
paternalistic voluntarism in educational orga- 
nization. Its purpose was to provide rudi- 
mentary training in literacy and morals for 
lower-class children not catered to by exist- 
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ing denominational schools. However, the 
Society expanded its scope and ambition 
until, in the early 1820's, it became the 
agency that dispersed virtually the entire 
public grant for elementary education in the 
city of New York. By its use of the term 
“free school,” it should be noted, the Soci- 
ety did not advocate free, tax-supported 
education in our contemporary sense. 
Rather, it promoted free schooling only for 
the very poor. In fact, voluntarism underlay 
the organization of the Society, which was 
administered by an unpaid, self-perpetuating 
board of first citizens. It was precisely this 
fact—the unrewarded and disinterested dedi- 
cation of able men, the enlistment of the 
energy of that class of distinguished citizens 
who would not stoop to practice democratic 
politics-that gave this form of organization 
its distinctive virtues in the view of its 
champions. In this conception, voluntarism 
was a variety of noblesse oblige; it rested on 
faith in the individual talented amateur and, 
at an over-all administrative level, scorned 
the need for elaborate organization, state 
control, or professional staff. From one per- 
spective, paternalistic voluntarism worked 
extremely well. With a minimum of ad- 
ministrative expense and scrupulous finan- 
cial integrity, with commendable efficiency 
and unpaid administrators, the Society main- 
tained an extensive network of schools that 
for decades taught thousands of children an- 
nually. 

But have no doubt about it: This was a 
class system of education. It provided a vehi- 
cle for the efforts of one class to civilize 
another and thereby ensure that society 
would remain tolerable, orderly, and safe. 
The Society offered mass education on the 
cheapest possible plan—the monitorial, or 
Lancasterian, system, which counterbal- 
anced the lack of central organization with 
rigid internal arrangements for each school. 
Aside from its minuscule per pupil cost, this 
mechanistic form of pedagogy, which re- 
duced education to drill, seemed appropriate 
because the schools served lower-class chil- 
dren who were likened to unfinished prod- 
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ucts needing efficient inculcation with 
norms of docility, cleanliness, sobriety, and 
obedience. The zealous amateurs of the New 
York Public School Society did not design 
their system for their own children or for 
the children of their friends. Rather, they 
attempted to ensure social order through the 
socialization of the poor in cheap, mass 
schooling factories. 

Critics of paternalistic voluntarism 
stressed three defects. First, it was undemo- 
cratic. Under this system, education re- 
mained a monopoly of self-perpetuating 
trustees unresponsive and unaccountable to 
the public. As such, it violated the basis of 
the democratic theory of public organiza- 
tions and perverted the notion of volun- 
tarism, which had shifted its meaning and by 
then, in the American context, found ex- 
pression most favorably through willingly 
offered participation in the conduct of in- 
stitutions owned and managed by elected 
public representatives. In one sense, the 
repudiation of paternalistic voluntarism 
participated in the general attack on mono- 
polies that characterized public discourse in 
Jacksonian America. 

To its critics, paternalistic voluntarism ig- 
nored the variety of American life and re- 
flected an unacceptable cultural bias by 
imposing uniform services upon a diverse 
clientele. Though often couched in religious 
terms, this criticism revealed a perception of 
important cultural differences, of which 
religious doctrines served as symptoms. An 
educational system that ignored, or tried to 
stamp out, these variations clearly appeared 
to violate the criteria for free and demo- 
cratic institutions. 

Animosity to upper-class benevolence un- 
derscored both religious and political de- 
nunciations of paternalistic voluntarism. A 
Catholic spokesman, Bishop Hughes, argued 
that the class bias inherent in the schools of 
the New York Public School Society ali- 
enated poor Catholic children and their par- 
ents. In this view, irregular attendance—a 
problem of which the society complained— 
reflected the insensitivity of the schools to 
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working-class children, not an ignorant 
lower-class rejection of education as the 
Society's sponsors maintained. Bourgeois 
hostility to paternalistic voluntarism forms a 
related theme. Through the existence of 
organizations like the Public School Society, 
free education, public education, and the 
monitorial system had all become identified 
with lower-class education. Only a radical 
reorganization, a rejection of paternalistic 
voluntarism, could divorce the concepts of 
public and pauper and thereby provide in- 
stitutions acceptable to proud and enter- 
prising parents of limited means. 

The first alternative proposed was demo- 
cratic localism. Its sponsors sought to adapt 
to the city an organizational form current in 
rural areas, the district or community 
School. They asked for an absolute minimum 
of state or city supervision and the conduct 
of schools through elected neighborhood 
boards, which would permit local variation. 
They assumed that emulation between 
Schools and local pride would promote ed- 
ucational progress more effectively than any 
central body. Democratic localism subordi- 
nated considerations of efficiency and orga- 
nizational rationality to an emphasis on re- 
sponsiveness, close public control, and local 
involvement. 

Democratic localists fought, actually, on 
two fronts, against paternalistic voluntarism 
and against bureaucracy or centralization as 
well. Their stress on variety, local adapta- 
bility, and the symbiotic relation of school 
and community permeated both conflicts. In 
the latter, however, the resistance to bureau- 
cracy, two other aspects of their attitude 
emerged most strongly. One was antiprofes- 
sionalism. They were not, as had been the 
Sponsors of the New York Public Society, 
vaguely indifferent to the concept of the 
professional educator; they were, instead, 
hostile and suspicious. They saw little reason 
why school teaching should become a career 
or profession, or why, even more, it required 
Special training centers or, above all, а 
special administrative class and state appara- 
tus. The state apparatus, represented to the 
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democrats the essence of the centralizing 
viewpoint: the imposition of social change 
and the attempt to force attitudes on the 
people. Neither of these, argued the demo- 
cratic localists, would work; changes in soci- 
ety, in habits, and in attitudes came only 
from within a people themselves as they 
slowly, haltingly, but surely exercised their 
innate common sense and intelligence. By 
leaving them to their own devices, by per- 
haps encouraging, cajoling, and softly ed- 
ucating, but not by forcing, one would rouse 
the people to the importance of universal 
education and of the regular school atten- 
dance of their children. 

As a proposal for the organization of 
urban education (for instance, the scheme 
put forward by the New York Secretary of 
State to replace the Public School Society), 
democratic localism flourished for only a 
short time. Its failure was predictable from 
the start, for it rested on a distinctively rural 
point of view. The propounders of demo- 
cratic localism did not adapt their viewpoint 
to the city, and hence ignored critical differ- 
ences between rural and urban contexts and 
the particular problems that the latter posed 
for the conduct of education. Nor did its 
sponsors—for instance, Berkshire Congrega- 
tionalists in Massachusetts—see the ironically 
undemocratic possibilities inherent in giving 
free rein to local majorities. 

Indeed, at its worst, democratic localism 
was the expression of tyrannical local ma- 
jorities whose ambition was control and the 
dominance of their own narrow sectarianism 
or political bias in the schoolroom. But, at 
its best, democratic localism embraced a 
broad and humanistic conception of educa- 
tion as uncharacteristic of nineteenth- as of 
twentieth-century schools and schoolmen. 
Consider, for example, the exhortation of 
one democratic localist (probably Orestes 
Brownson) who eschewed the specially utili- 
tarian in education in terms of a distinctively 
American social structure: 


Here professions and pursuits are merely the 
accidents of individual life. Behind them we 
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recognize Humanity, as paramount to them 
all. Here man, in theory at least, is professor. 
Professions and pursuits may be changed 
according to judgment, will, or caprice, as 
circumstances permit, or render necessary or 
advisable. Consequently, here we want an 
education for that which is permanent in 
man, which contemplates him as back of all 
the accidents of life, and which shall be 
equally valuable to him whatever be the 
mutations which go on around him, the 
means he may choose or be compelled to 
adopt to obtain a livelihood. 


The education of importance thus was 
“general education,” or the “education of 
Humanity,” the education that “fits us for 
our destiny, to attain our end as simple 
human beings." 

A third model coexisted with paternal- 
istic voluntarism and democratic localism. 
This was corporate voluntarism, the conduct 
of single institutions as individual corpora- 
tions operated by self-perpetuating boards of 
trustees and financed through endowment 
and tuition. Corporate voluntarism charac- 
terized primarily secondary and higher 
education, academies and colleges. Because 
it would place each institution under a 
different administrative authority, corporate 
voluntarism seemed to combine the virtues 
of the other two models: Without the stigma 
of lower-class affiliation, it offered disinter- 
ested, enlightened, and continuous manage- 
ment that kept the operation of education 
out of the rough and unpredictable field of 
politics. At the same time, it retained the 
limited scope essential to institutional 
variety, flexibility, and adaptation to local 
circumstances. Moreover, this corporate 
mode of control was congruent with con- 
temporary arrangements for managing other 
forms of public business. As states turned 
from mercantilist regulation of the econ- 
omy, they adopted a liberal stance that 
identified public interest with unrestricted 
privileges of incorporation and the removal 
of regulations governing economic activity. 
The argument that autonomous, competing 
corporations, aided but not controlled by 
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the state, best served the public interest 
extended easily from finance, transporta- 
tion, and manufacturing to education. 
Academies, for instance, were educational 
corporations. 

In the late eighteenth and early nine- 
teenth centuries, states promoted corporate 
voluntarism as public policy by giving legisla- 
tive and financial assistance to academies, 
which were supposed to fulfill an evident 
need for institutions of secondary education. 
Academies represented the quintessence of 
voluntarism as noblesse oblige because they 
rapidly diffused throughout the country a 
combination of public goals and private 
control wrapped in the mantle of disinter- 
ested service. Academies shared a fate similar 
to that of the New York Public School 
Society when popular attitudes began to 
exclude from the public domain institutions 
managed and owned by self-perpetuating 
boards of trustees. As it became apparent 
that only institutions financed by the com- 
munity or state and directly controlled by 
its officers merited definition as public, both 
paternalistic and corporate voluntarism 
were doomed. 

Among the competing organizational 
models, incipient bureaucracy triumphed. 
The promoters of bureaucracy, including the 
great figures of the “educational revival,” 
concentrated on attacking democratic local- 
ism, which was the chief hindrance to their 
schemes. They struck first at the notion that 
democratic localism was, in fact, democratic, 
by pointing out that it would permit 51 per 
cent of local parents to dictate the religious, 
moral, or political ideas taught to the chil- 
dren of the remainder. The proponents of 
democratic localism erred by assuming the 
widespread existence of homogeneous 
potential units of school administration. In 
actuality, the variety within most commu- 
nities, city wards, or neighborhoods would 
foster intensely political competition for 
control of the local school in order to ensure 
the propagation of particular points of view 
or, at the least, the exclusion of rival ones. 
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Aside from the debilitating effect of political 
struggle upon education, the result could 
easily abridge the liberties of parents by 
forcing them to choose between submitting 
their children to alien points of view and 
expensive private schooling. 

The second defect of democratic localism 
was its rural bias, which overlooked the 
special educational problems posed by cities. 
Population growth and heterogeneity made 
extremely decentralized administration 
inefficient in an urban setting, because it 
permitted duplication of facilities and the 
maintenance of uneconomical units that 
squandered financial resources. As well, 
democratic localism within a city encour- 
aged an inequitable situation, for it allowed 
a lack of parity in educational facilities and 
standards within a relatively small geographi- 
cal area. Nor did democratic localism permit 
the schools to undertake the distinctive tasks 
assigned them in urban settings. For a 
complex set of reasons that we cannot con- 
sider here, schools came to be perceived as 
key agencies for uplifting the quality of city 
life by stemming the diffusion of poverty, 
crime, and immorality, which were thought 
to accompany urban and industrial develop- 
ment. A demand for the regular attendance 
of all children upon a prolonged, systematic, 
and carefully structured formal education 
followed obviously from the heightened 
conception of the importance of schooling 
to urban social order. This demand, in turn, 
required capacities for coordination and 
supervision lacking in democratic localism. 

Thus, the first generation of professional 
urban schoolmen rejected democratic local- 
ism. Fully developed plans for systems of 
schools and elaborate architecture, curricula, 
and pedagogy mark the reports and appeals 
of Mann, Barnard, and their counterparts. 
Their goal was to uplift the quality of public 
education by standardizing and systematiz- 
ing its structure and content. All their plans 
had certain characteristics in common, most 
importantly centralization. Centralization 
had two principal components: first, the 
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modification and eventual elimination of the 
bastion of democratic localism, the district 
system, whereby each section of a town or 
city managed its own schools with a great 
deal of autonomy. Public high schools were 
to reduce the powers and scope of the 
district committees by siphoning off the 
older scholars into central institutions. 
Revitalized central school committees or 
boards were to manage the high schools and 
encroach gradually upon the prerogatives of 
the districts, thus preparing the way for their 
abolition. The second and related compo- 
nent of centralization was the grading of 
schools. Careful gradation between and 
within schools was to provide the hallmark 
of a properly centralized system. 

An emphasis on supervision accompanied 
centralization. The opponents of democratic 
localism argued eloquently for state boards 
of education with paid secretaries and, at the 
local level, for superintendents of schools. 
The stress on paid, full-time supervision 
spilled over into arguments for professional 
expertise. Arguments both for the appoint- 
ment of superintendents and for upgrading 
teaching through the creation of normal 
schools shared an important assumption: 
Education had become a difficult and com- 
plex undertaking whose conduct and admin- 
istration demanded the attention of 
individuals with specialized talents, knowl- 
edge, and experience. 

The content of education presented a 
twofold problem: honoring minority sensi- 
bilities while inculcating the norms requisite 
for upright and orderly urban social living. 
The official response to the problem of 
minority sensibility was to proclaim the 
schools religiously and politically neutral, 
though, in practice, they represented a 
chauvinistic, pan-Protestant point of view 
that remained particularly offensive to Cath- 
olics. The class bias of educational content 
was even more pervasive than its tepid 
Protestant tone. A configuration of moral 
and cultural values best described as mid- 
Victorian permeated school textbooks and 
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statements of educational objectives. It was 
apparent that the traits of character deemed 
necessary to fit the working class for upright 
urban living represented a Victorian middle- 
class portrait of itself. 

Herein lies an irony: Schoolmen who 
thought they were promoting a neutral and 
classless, indeed a common, school educa- 
tion remained unwilling to perceive the ex- 
tent of cultural bias and imposition inherent 
in their own writing and activity. However, 
the bias was central and not incidental to the 
standardization and administrative rationali- 
zation of public education. For, in the last 
analysis, the rejection of democratic localism 
rested only partly on inefficiency and viola- 
tion of parental prerogative. It stemmed 
equally from a gut fear of the cultural 
divisiveness inherent in the increasing reli- 
gious and ethnic variety of American life. 
Cultural homogenization played counter- 
point to administrative rationality. Bureau- 
cracy was intended to standardize far more 
than the conduct of public business. 

Yet, the movement of the bureaucrats 
was not entirely toward order and rigid sys- 
tem. Their proposals for the actual conduct 
of the classroom and the reform of pedagogy 
moved in precisely the opposite direction. In 
this, they represented the reverse of the 
paternalistic voluntarists, who accompanied 
a relative lack of external order with a rigid 
internal system of teaching. To the common- 
school revivalists, “mechanical,” as applied 
to pedagogy, was a thoroughly pejorative 
term. As they systematized the administra- 
tion and grading of schools, these school- 
men, for a very complex variety of reasons, 
argued for a softening of pedagogy, marked 
by an emphasis on the motivating of stu- 
dents through the arousal of interest, the 
abandonment of interpersonal competition, 
and the virtual elimination of corporal 
punishment. The model for the teacher-pupil 
relation became the relation of parent and 
child at its finest, firm and affectionate. 

In one other crucial way the leading fig- 
ures of the educational revival did not 
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behave like traditional bureaucrats: They did 
not adopt the bureaucratic ideal of personal- 
ity. Neither their ideal teacher nor their ideal 
administrator was to be a colorless public 
servant efficiently and quietly executing the 
public will. Quite to the contrary: The 
model for the educational administrator 
came from neither business nor the military, 
but, instead, from evangelical religion. It was 
not by accident that the period of mid- 
century reform was called, even at the time, 
the educational revival. It was to be a secular 
evangelicalism. Often reared in religious 
orthodoxy, from which they had fled, as in 
Mann’s case, to Unitarianism, these school- 
men retained the evangelical ideal of a moral 
and spiritual regeneration of American 
society through the moral and spiritual 
regeneration of individual personalities. It is 
this goal that lay at the center of the new, 
soft, child-centered pedagogy. It was to be a 
pedagogy that recognized the sterility and 
even danger of purely cold and intellectual 
education. Education had, as well, to be 
moral, which meant that schools had to 
awaken and shape the affective side of 
personality by delicately stimulating and 
cultivating the emotions. Evangelical models 
inspired, as well, the campaigns of these edu- 
cational promoters, who saw their mission as 
converting the populace—if need be, town 
by town—to the cause of salvation through 
the common school. 

Compulsory education followed inexo- 
rably upon the demise of democratic local- 
ism. Abridgement of the freedom of prop- 
erty owners by compulsory taxation for 
School support forecast the elimination of 
the freedom to be unschooled. Proponents 
of bureaucracy argued that the heightened 
importance of education in urban society 
Tequired a vast increase in the proportion of 
community resources devoted to schooling. 
Furthermore, part of the price of removing 
the stigma of pauperism from free schooling 
became the universal distribution of the 
burden of school finance through general 
property taxation. Clearly, for the schools to 
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work, everyone had to attend, but school- 
men did not anticipate that this would pose 
a problem. Educational promoters expected 
an overwhelming voluntary response, even 
from the working class, to the excellence 
and transparent utility of their new institu- 
tions. But only the middle classes responded 
with enthusiasm and regularity. At first, 
school promoters tried a number of ex- 
pedients to improve attendance, the most 
notable of which was the creation of reform 
schools, special compulsory institutions to 
mop up the residue left by the regular public 
schools. But the residue proved larger and 
more intractable than anyone had antici- 
pated. Thus, a number of strands came 
together and pointed in only one direction. 
If everyone was taxed for school support, if 
this was justified by the necessity of school- 
ing for the preservation of urban social 
order, if the beneficial impact of schooling 
required the regular and prolonged atten- 
dance of all children, and, finally, if persua- 
sion and a variety of experiments had failed 
to bring all the children into school, then, 
clearly, education had to be compulsory. In 
the crunch, social change would be imposed. 

Bureaucracy retained a legacy from the 
organizational models that it superseded. It 
bowed in the direction of the democrats by 
accepting their redefinition of voluntarism 
and consequently placing educational insti- 
tutions under boards that were publicly 
elected rather than self-perpetuating. It inno- 
vated in its rejection of a loose, personalistic 
style of operation for organizational ratio- 
nality, impersonality, and professionalism. 
Nevertheless, in two respects the path from 
paternalistic voluntarism to bureaucracy is 
direct. First, bureaucracy retained the 
notion of a central monopoly and systema- 
tized its operation through the creation of 
elaborately structured schools and school 
systems. Second, bureaucracy continued, 
and even strengthened, the notion that edu- 
cation was something the better part of the 
community did to the others to make them 
orderly, moral, and tractable. Unfortunately, 
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the embodiment of that idea in compulsory, 
bureaucratic monopolies has continued to 
characterize American education. 


One can make the precise differences be- 
tween models emerge more distinctly by 
focusing on the four objective dimensions— 
scale, control, professionalism, and finance— 
and comparing the positions of the models 
on each. As for scale, both the democrats 
and the corporate voluntarists advocated 
smallness and viewed the proper administra- 
tive unit as the individual institution or, at 
most, a section of a town. Both of the 
others, of course, stressed size in their defini- 
tion of administrative area, and recom- 
mended the entire town or city at the least, 
the whole state desirably, and, in some cases, 
the nation. On the other hand, the two 
varieties of voluntarists united on the ques- 
tion of control and sponsored essentially 
amateur self-management by boards re- 
moved from direct public control. Here, at 
one level, the democrats and bureaucrats 
united in stressing the importance of man- 
agement assigned to bodies directly responsi- 
ble to, and representative of, the public. 
However, the bureaucrats extended this posi- 
tion to advocate the delegation by these 
public bodies of executive responsibility to 
public professionals—a proposal the demo- 
crats treated with horror. 

Neither variety of voluntarist was particu- 
larly concerned with the question of profes- 
sionalism. Both assumed that, as talented, 
educated amateurs, they were fit to manage 
educational institutions. Thus, when they 
were in control, the question of professional- 
ism simply did not arise. Where the demo- 
crats were indifferent, interestingly, was on 
the question of finance. They did not espe- 
cially care whether schools were absolutely 
free and tax-supported or whether they were 
partly supported by rates. In fact, if free 
Schools meant the imposition of state 
authority against community will, they were 
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positively opposed. The point is that free 
schools, while ultimately desirable, remained 
subordinate on their scale of priorities to 
community self-determination. The bureau- 
crats, with a few notable exceptions, most 
ardently championed free schools, which 
were logically necessary to their ideal of 
universal education. The voluntarists sup- 
ported tuition for those who could pay, free 
education for the poor, and endowment 
wherever possible. 

On the question of the social role of 
education, the corporate voluntarists and 
democrats retained a pluralistic and liber- 
tarian vision. As one democrat put the 
matter, government had as a "right no 
control over our opinions, literary, moral, 
political, philosophical, or religious." To the 
contrary, its task was "to reflect, not to 
lead, nor to create the general will." Govern- 
ment thus *must not be installed as the 
educator of the people." The democrats 
could see no particular virtue in uniformity. 
It was, after all, the same writer who said 
that it was the idiosyncratic character of 
community schools, shaped by local parents, 
that gave the common school its "charm." 

The paternalistic voluntarists and the 
bureaucrats, of course, saw education pre- 
cisely as the educator of the people, leading, 
not reflecting, the general will and, at the 
least, shaping moral opinions. The “charm” 
of the common school did not especially 
concern them, if, indeed, they ever noticed 
it. They hoped for, basically, an increasing 
standardization of institutions, practices, 
and culture in American society. Safety of 
property, upright behavior, a reduction in 
crime and welfare expense—these values 
marked both as the advocates of law and 
order of their day. As an acute critic of the 
Massachusetts Board of Education pointed 
out, with unmerciful clarity, the Board 
viewed education as "merely a branch of 
general police” and “schoolmasters” as only 
a “better sort of constables.” The “respect- 
able" members of the Board promoted 
universal education “because they esteem 
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it the most effectual means possible of 
checking pauperism and crime, and making 
the rich secure in their possession." Educa- 
tion thus had “a certain utility,’ whose 
measure was “‘solid cash saved to the Com- 
monwealth.” 


With the exception of the bureaucrats, 
whose love for system led them to expound 
their point of view repeatedly and at the 
slightest excuse, the best source for high- 
lighting the difference between models is the 
analysis of moments of conflict. The contro- 
versy between the New York Public School 
Society and its antagonists—first, the Cath- 
olic Church and, later, the State of New 
York—brings dramatically into play the con- 
frontation between paternalistic voluntarism 
and democratic localism, and highlights the 
poignancy of the paternalists, men of good 
will who worked hard and honestly only to 
find themselves suddenly rejected and con- 
demned. The same note of poignancy 
permeates another classic, and even more 
complex, controversy, namely, that over the 
abolition of the Boston Primary School 
Committee, which could not understand 
why, suddenly, it had become to all the 
world (and this is the word used by one of 
its apologists) an “anachronism.” 

The literature of the academy-high school 
controversy throughout the United States 
reveals the conflict between corporate volun- 

` tarists and centralizers, for the high school 
was the favorite institutional innovation of 
the latter. Of all the controversial literature 
that I have seen on this issue, by far the 
most interesting involves the Norwich Free 
Grammar School, an endowed secondary 
School founded in the early 1850's to serve 
as the high school for Norwich, Connecticut, 
but owned and managed by a board of 
trustees in the same manner as the acade- 
mies. The proponents of the school clearly 
saw in it a desirable alternative to the public 
high school, and their controversy with the 
public school men of Massachusetts over this 
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point is an important document in educa- 
tional history. 

The conflicts between the democratic 
localists and the bureaucrats often assumed 
the atmosphere of an undeclared guerrilla 
war of sabotage and resistance, as local 
school districts refused to comply with state 
regulations and parents refused to cooperate 
with the state's representative, the teacher. 
Insofar as most of this resistance came from 
inarticulate people, it is the hardest and 
most maddening aspect of nineteenth- 
century educational history to document. 
That it existed is, however, beyond doubt, as 
the frustrated testimony of local and state 
reformers testifies in almost every document 
they wrote. 

Still, excellent examples of democratic 
localism can be found. The proposals of New 
York State Secretary John C. Spencer have 
already been mentioned. Excellent, too, on 
this score is the controversy over free 
schools in both New York and Pennsylvania, 
instance, problems of devising or revising 
institutions to cope with poverty, ignorance, 
and other forms of social distress enlisted 
enormous amounts of thought and energy in 
precisely the same period. The explanation 
of that fact requires the formulation of rela- 
tionships between organizations and other 
key aspects of nineteenth-century society—a 
task clearly outside my scope here in any 
detailed sense. However, it is important to 
speculate, even briefly, on the nature of that 
relationship and hence the direction the 
inquiry into its delineation might assume. 
Tentatively, therefore, I should like to 
advance the proposition that the importance 
of organization derived from its mediating 
position between social structure and social 
change. 

The mediating position of organizations 
becomes evident from a consideration of the 


- three broad areas that must be included in 


any comprehensive analysis of the nine- 
teenth century: First is social change 
perhaps best described as industrialization 
and urbanization. Of the three areas, this is 
the one about which we know most. Second 
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are changes in social structure and demo- 
graphic characteristics. We have some idea of 
the change in the ethnic composition of the 
population, of its physical distribution, of 
the white birth rate. We know very little, in 
an empirical sense, about changes in struc- 
ture, particularly the family or patterns of 
stratification and mobility, though a number 
of scholars are working on these topics. 
However, we can be generally certain that 
there were some changes of a fairly substan- 
tial nature, whatever they may turn out to 
be precisely. The third area of the change is 
organizational, which I have sketched here 
with regard to education. 

We can observe some relations between 
these major areas of change already. Pater- 
nalistic voluntarism was the form of organi- 
zation characteristic of education in the pre- 
industrial, mercantile city. Corporate 
voluntarism and democratic localism charac- 
terized rural areas and were proposed for 
urban places precisely at times of transition 
between mercantile and industrial stages of 
development. Incipient bureaucracy spread 
with incipient industrialization. In terms of 
social structure, one might suggest that 
paternalistic voluntarism characterized a 
society in which stratification was based on 
traditional notions of rank and deference, 
rather than class in the more modern sense. 
Some evidence indicates that the poor and 
the working classes, threatened by industrial- 
ization, supported democratic localism in 
times of technological transition. However, a 
middle-class attempt to secure advantage for 
their children as technological change 
heightened the importance of formal educa- 
tion ensured the success and acceptance of 
universal, elaborate, graded school systems. 
The same result emerged from the fear of a 
growing, unschooled proletariat. Education 
substituted for deference as a source of 
social cement and social order in a society 
stratified by class rather than by rank. 

In each instance, the organization was in 
the middle. It was the medium through 
which groups or classes organized their 
response to social imperatives. In short, to 
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repeat my hypothesis, organization mediated 
between social change and social structure. 
Hence, men brought to the design of their 
organizations, their values, their ambiva- 
lences, their fears, and, above all, their 
aspirations for the shape of American 
particularly the extensive debates on educa- 
tion in the latter during the constitutional 
convention of 1837—38. There, most ex- 
plicitly, the democrats and centralizers con- 
fronted each other and, using the issue of 
language, debated the problem of cultural 
uniformity; then, turning to free schools, 
they explicitly clashed over the source and 
pace of social change. The other major colli- 
sion between democrats and centralizers 
happened in Massachusetts, when the former 
mounted a concerted attack on the newly 
formed Massachusetts Board of Education. 
The statement of the committee of the legis- 
lature that advocated the abolition of the 
Board is in many ways the classic statement 
of the democrats. More reflective, more 
philosophical, and one of the finest educa- 
tional statements of the mid-nineteenth 
century is the attack on the Board in the 
Boston Quarterly Review, from which the 
earlier quotations have been taken. For the 
viewpoint of the bureaucrats, in addition to 
their replies in conflict, the standard sources 
of educational history suffice: state and 
local school reports; Henry Barnard on 
school attendance, linking up the various 
strands in the argument I have described; 
George Boutwell putting the case for the 
high school with devastating directness; 
Horace Mann rhetorically linking crime, 
poverty, disorder, and education; and so it 
goes. For these were the most articulate of 
the proponents. They were also victorious. 


IV 


Even if the specific models proposed in this 
paper are rejected, it is my hope that the 
underlying argument has been persuasive. 
That argument is that the analysis of organi- 
zational models provides direct insight into 
the key value conflicts within nineteenth- 
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century society. In their arguments over the 
details of organizations, nineteenth-century 
Americans revealed most clearly their aspira- 
tions and, as well, their anxieties concerning 
the society they would build and bequeath. 
However, if we accept the centrality of 
organizational form to nineteenth-century 
people, we are left with an important general 
question: Why has the nature of organiza- 
tion been of such primary importance? 
From one direction, the question points to a 
comparative inquiry. Was the nature of 
organization as passionate and value-laden a 
subject of controversy in other countries 
during the same period? I suspect the 
answer, at least insofar as England and 
Canada are concerned (although I may well 
be wrong), is no; Americans made organiza- 
tion uniquely their own national problem. 
And they did so precisely because they 
lacked fixed traditions and the security of 
ancient forms. The search for the distinc- 
tively American in art, architecture, and 
government, to name but three aspects of 
American culture, is too well known a sub- 
ject to belabor. This nervous self-conscious- 
ness knew few boundaries; it made the 
creation of organizations—their forms and 
characteristics—an intellectual and even 
nationalistic issue. It thus assumed special 
importance in the American context. 


But the question of the centrality of 
organization can be put in a more general 
context as well. Even if not quite so emo- 
tionally charged, it nevertheless was impor- 
tant elsewhere during the nineteenth 
century. In both England and Canada, for 
instance, problems of devising or revising 
institutions to cope with poverty, ignorance, 
and other forms of social distress enlisted 
enormous amounts of thought and energy in 
precisely the same period. The explanation 
of that fact requires the formulation of rela- 
tionships between organizations and other 
key aspects of nineteenth-century society—a 
task clearly outside my scope here in any 
detailed sense. However, it is important to 
speculate, even briefly, on the nature of that 
relationship and hence the direction the in- 
quiry into its delineation might assume. Ten- 
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tatively, therefore, I should like to advance 
the proposition that the importance of orga- 
nization derived from its mediating position 
between social structure and social change. 

The mediating position of organizations 
becomes evident from a consideration of the 
three broad areas that must be included in 
any comprehensive analysis of the nine- 
teenth century: First is social change, per- 
haps best described as industrialization and 
urbanization. Of the three areas, this is the 
one about which we know most. Second are 
changes in social structure and demographic 
characteristics. We have some idea of the 
change in the ethnic composition of the 
population, of its physical distribution, of 
the white birth rate. We know very little, in 
an empirical sense, about changes in struc- 
ture, particularly the family or patterns of 
stratification and mobility, though a number 
of scholars are working on these topics. 
However, we can be generally certain that 
there were some changes of a fairly substan- 
tial nature, whatever they may turn out to 
be precisely. The third area of the change is 
organizational, which I have sketched here 
with regard to education. 

We can observe some relations between 
these major areas of change already. Pater- 
nalistic voluntarism was the form of organi- 
zation characteristic of education in the pre- 
industrial, mercantile city. Corporate 
voluntarism and democratic localism charac- 
terized rural areas and were proposed for 
urban places precisely at times of transition 
between mercantile and industrial stages of 
development. Incipient bureaucracy spread 
with incipient industrialization. In terms of 
social structure, one might suggest that 
paternalistic voluntarism characterized а 
society in which stratification was based on 
traditional notions of rank and deference, 
rather than class in the more modern sense. 
Some evidence indicates that the poor and 
the working classes, threatened by industrial- 
ization, supported democratic localism in 
times of technological transition. How- 
ever, a middle-class attempt to secure ad- 
vantage for their children as technological 
change heightened the importance of formal 
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education ensured the success and ac- 
ceptance of universal, elaborate, graded 
school systems. The same result emerged 
from the fear of a growing, unschooled pro- 
letariat. Education substituted for deference 
as a source of social cement and social order 
in a society stratified by class rather than by 
rank. 

In each instance, the organization was in 
the middle. It was the medium through. 
which groups or classes organized their 
response to social imperatives. In short, to 
repeat my hypothesis, organization mediated 
between social change and social structure. 
Hence, men brought to the design of their 
organizations, their values, their ambiva- 
lences, their fears, and, above all, their 
aspirations for the shape of American 
society. 


V 


Two general points about the significance of 
the organizational debate remain to be 
made. First of all, it refocuses the issue in 
the decreasingly profitable debate between 
proponents of consensus and controversy as 
keys to the American past. If my underlying 
contention is valid, men did argue over 
fundamental value differences, which they 
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articulated in reference to the practical prob- 
lem of organization building. Their inter- 
change, the competition among organiza- 
tional forms and the visions they expressed, 
did provide a dynamic of controversy to 
nineteenth-century history. But it is a 
dynamic that implies no lack of faith in 
Lockean liberalism, no desire to subvert the 
existing social order, and no lack of commit- 
ment to America. The politics of organiza- 
tion building were politics of value clash, but 
the nature of that clash is not described by 
conventional categories of economic or class 
division. Determination of just what those 
categories are—how to go beyond the empiri- 
cal facts of organizational form to organized 
systems of values and their relationship to 
social structure—should be, I would argue, 
the major goal of American social historians. 

The other point of significance regards 
alternatives. Men did see alternatives in the 
American past. Those whose vision em- 
braced a path other than bureaucracy lost. 
But, if the present was inevitable, it did not 
seem so to men at the time. Perhaps, if they 
had been that much wiser-who can say? 
Their failure and their vision provide, respec- 
tively and at once, enduring notes of pes- 
simism and hope, to which we cannot afford 
not to listen today. 


23. City Schools: Centralization of Control at the Turn of the 


DIAGNOSIS AND PRESCRIPTION 

The imperatives have a familiar ring in the 

1970s: 

Make schoolmen strictly accountable for the 
quality of education. 


The author is deeply indebted to the Carnegie Cor- 
poration for a grant which supported this and 
related research and to several colleagues who criti- 
cized an earlier draft of this essay. 


Century 
DAVID B. TYACK 


Adapt the structures and processes of 
schooling to new social conditions. 

Cut the red tape that constricts reform. 

Develop national networks to share innova- 
tive ideas and to generate political sup- 
port for change. 

Face the realities of class and power in 
American urban society. 

Create new local political leadership to re- 
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place the vested interests controlling city 
schools. 


In the period from 1890 to 1920, both the 
context and the implications of these state- 
ments were quite different from their mean- 
ing to school reformers today. The chief 
problem in city schools, said an early spokes- 
man for change in 1885, was “excessive 
decentralization of administration"! “The 
only real progress in... municipal reform 
has been made through the imposition of 
limitations upon the common suffrage," said 
a leading advocate of centralization, 
“through taking away authority from the 
representatives of the people [and] through 
the centralization of power and responsi- 
bility in fewer individuals... .”? “Bureau- 
cracy and red-tape are the meat upon which 
corruption feeds,” argued a school board 
member in St. Louis; his cure was an apoliti- 
cal meritocracy.? A prominent professor of 
school administration urged educational 
Officials to “give up the exceedingly demo- 
cratic idea that all are equal, and that our 
society is devoid of classes,” and told them 
to adapt the schools to the classes.* 

There emerged a nationwide interlocking 
directorate of university presidents and 
professors, a new group of "progressive" 
school superintendents, and lay allies from 
the business and professional elites in the 
cities. Their purpose: to vest control of 
urban schools in boards which were small 
rather than large, elected from the city as a 
whole rather than by wards, and absolutely 
emancipated from partisan politics. They 
believed that these reformed boards should 
delegate full authority and responsibility for 
running the schools to the superintendent 
and his staff, who would be held strictly 
accountable for results. Take power from 
the people who hold it; give it to a few 
responsible citizens on “non-political” 
school boards; delegate it to professionals 
who will then have a free hand to shape the 
schools to the needs of an industrial, com- 
plex urban society—thus did the reformers 
translate the imperatives.* 
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Though differing over minor details in 
both their diagnoses and prescriptions, the 
centralizers agreed that corruption sabotaged 
the efficiency of urban schools. They 
claimed that all across the nation, politicians 
regarded schools as part of the spoils system 
and awarded jobs and contracts not on the 
basis of competence or competition but as 
political favors. The superintendent of the 
Cleveland schools declared that “the un- 
scrupulous politician is the greatest enemy 
we have to contend with in public educa- 
tion,” echoing similar anonymous “confes- 
sions” of teachers and administrators 
published in the Atlantic Monthly in 1896.° 
Lincoln Steffens and other muckrakers 
revealed how textbook publishers and con- 
tractors allied with corrupt school trustees 
for common boodle in the common school.” 

But dishonesty and graft were only part 
of the problem as the reformers saw it. The 
governance of schools was archaic and inept, 
boards too large and members too narrow in 
outlook. As cities mushroomed, new school 
board members from outlying wards swelled 
the size of governing bodies. Often elected 
by wards, school trustees represented paro- 
chial rather than citywide interests and con- 
stituencies. Hartford, Connecticut, posed an 
extreme example of decentralization, for 
there each school had its own autonomous 
committee. In 1905 Philadelphia had 43 
elected district school boards consisting of 
559 members. In Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, 
and New York, the central boards of educa- 
tion shared with local boards the responsi- 
bility for hiring staff, building and maintain- 
ing schools, and other related functions. In 
1892, 16 of 28 cities of more than 100,000 
population had boards of 20 members or 
more, a majority of them elected by ward.* 

Even where school boards were small and 
the members honest, they commonly 
meddled far too much, said the reformers, in 
matters properly left to the professional 
staff. In many cities, “the superintendent is 
a superintendent in name only" since boards 
refused to relinquish control over the every- 
day operations of the district. Instead of 
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granting authority to the administrators, 
they delegated tasks to subcommittees of 
the board.? Such subcommittees dealt with 
the ventilation of buildings, ways of teaching 
reading, examining teachers, choice of text- 
books, printing, and the purchase of door- 
knobs—no topic was too trivial or exalted. 
At one time, Chicago had 79 subcommittees, 
Cincinnati, 74.'? In Boston, subcommittees 
administered different districts of the school 
system (e.g, Charlestown), thereby in effect 
decentralizing the schools into wards even 
though the members of the central com- 
mittee were officially elected at large. In 
Philadelphia, Scott Nearing found that the 
board of 21 members conducted almost all 
its business through its ten standing subcom- 
mittees (1323 of 1386 resolutions passed by 
the board stemmed from these subcom- 
mittees).!! Indeed, granted the size of most 
big city boards and the mass of administrivia 
they handled, subcommittees were the only 
feasible means of conducting business. A 
member of the Boston board, however, 
spoke for the reformers when he said that 
these functions were illegitimate: 


The feeling that I should be called upon to 
formulate a course of study for a primary 
class, or a Latin school, or a manual training 
school, became oppressive when I realized 
that I was not what is called “equipped” for 
such a service; nor did I hanker for the 
opportunity to designate what textbooks 
should be used in the schools; a task which, 
in fact, amounts to nothing more than 
choosing between text-book publishing 
houses. 


Publishers recognized that administrators 
and teachers often had nothing to do with 
the selection of books. “If we can't have 
Frye's Geography, they shan’t have Metcalf's 
Grammar,” said one bitter Boston school 
board member to another.’ 

But corruption, lay meddling, and ineffi- 
ciency were not all that bothered the re- 
formers. They worried also about something 
they called “bureaucracy,” a negative label 
they pinned on the internal functioning of 
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the schools. B. A. Hinsdale, former Super- 
intendent of the Cleveland Public Schools, 
warned in 1894 that “п all cities, and most 
of all in large ones, the tendency toward 
machinery and bureaucracy is very strong in 
all kinds of work. It is hard for the individ- 
ual to assert his personal force." Charles 
William Eliot, President of Harvard, had long 
criticized the machinery created by urban 
schools to educate thousands of children 
uniformly and simultaneously: “it almost 
inevitably adopts military or mechanical 
methods, and these methods tend to pro- 
duce a lock-step and a uniform speed.” In 
his survey of the New York schools in 1911, 
Paul Hanus recommended abolishing the 
Board of Superintendents: 


We find that the Board of Superintendents 
has become bureaucratic, and hence non- 
progressive. When it was first constituted, it 
may have been the best instrumentality 
available to bring about homogeneity and 
coherence—unity of aim and effort—within 
the school system. But it does not now 
represent either as to constitution, organiza- 
tion, or function a really serviceable agency 
for the initiation or development of educa- 
tional policies; or for professional growth on 
the part of supervisors, principals, or 
teachers. 15 


In short, by “bureaucracy” the centralizers 
meant a system bound by obsolete rules and 
regulations, rigid and uniform in dealing 
with students and staff, ill-adapted to chang- 
ing conditions, and stifling to men of initia- 
tive and imagination. 

This sort of “bureaucracy” in urban 
schools was an exaggerated expression of 
certain aims of the common school re- 
formers of the mid-19th century. In place of 
a chaos of different types of schools with 
different clienteles and purposes they sought 
to substitute a common school, stan- 
dardized by such devices as the age-grading 
of students, the use of uniform textbooks, 
and routine procedures and rules. The 
crusade had evangelical roots: The primary 
thetoric had been ethical, the purpose to 
create a moral and civic consensus amid the 
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dangers threatening the Republic. As Robert 
Wiebe has observed, mid-19th century cities 
tended to be “island communities," isolated 
from each other, while educators were pro- 
vincial in orientation and hired “о construct 
a model environment around the child” 
during his impressionable early years." As 
the sense of moral strategy waned during the 
later years of the century, the quest for 
standardization turned into unexamined 
routine and "trained incapacity.” Cities 
became more heterogeneous in population, 
their leaders more cosmopolitan in outlook, 
their social and economic life more complex, 
yet the schools persisted in their search for 
homogeneity. 

What the centralizers wished to do was to 
substitute a more modern and specialized 
form of “bureaucracy” (in roughly Max 
Weber’s sense of the word) for the older 
model based on a military or simple factory 
system.!7 They wanted the board to grant 
autonomy to the superintendent so that he 
could innovate freely without regard to 
obsolete rules, meddling by subcommittees 
of the board, or accumulated red tape. They 
wanted greater specialization of function 
within the hierarchy and administration by 
experts appointed purely on the basis of 
merit. They sought a diverse rather than 
uniform curriculum. Their organizational 
models were the complex corporate struc- 
tures emerging at the turn of the century, 
their cynosure, the captain of industry 
whose vision was national as well as local. 

In short, they believed that the keys to 
success in urban education were centraliza- 
tion of control, expert and flexible leader- 
ship, functional specialization, and profes- 
sional accountability. The trouble with the 
present system, said Andrew Draper, is that 
no one is clearly responsible: What does the 
parent do who thinks the schools are failing 
his child? 


You seek redress. Going to the teacher you 
see that she is not disposed, or is not 
allowed, to hold much converse with you. 
She refers you to the principal. He means 
rightly but does not view things through 


TYACK 


your end of the telescope. He resents your 
imputations and is powerless to give you 
relief. . .. You go to the superintendent. At 
times he can help you, and if he can he will; 
but again, he would have to walk right into 
the jaws of official death to redress your 
wrongs.... You go to the members of the 
board of education only to find that 
they . . . shuffle out the responsibility. . . .'? 


Accountability, a war on "bureaucracy"— 
these would become watchwords of change a 
half-century later. In the meantime, the 
centralizers went to work at the turn of the 
century, confident that they knew what was 
wrong with American urban education and 
how to repair it.? 


ACTORS AND ACTIONS 


In 1908 President Charles W. Eliot spoke 
about realism in adapting the schools to the 
new "social and industrial conditions in our 
democracy." We must face the fact, he said, 
that the “democratic society is divided, and 
is going to be divided into layers. ... The 
upper one is very thin; it consists of the 
managing, leading, guiding class—the intellec- 
tual discoverers, the inventors, the 
organizers, and the managers and their chief 
assistants.” He liked to reassure his audiences 
that this small elite could, in fact, secure 
important changes in urban education: 


Tt was an extraordinarily small group of men 
acting under a single leader that obtained 
from the Massachusetts legislature the act 
which established the Boston School Com- 
mittee of five members. The name of that 
leader was James J. Storrow. I am happy to 
believe that the group were all Harvard 
men. ... We used to have twenty-four men, 
most of whom were not good. Now we have 
five men, all of whom are good... .I have 
been much interested during the last year in 
studying both municipal evils and the 
chances of municipal reform; and I find the 
greatest encouragement for the ultimate suc- 
cess of that cause in the fact that many 
school committees in American cities have 
been redeemed, and made efficient, far- 
seeing, and thoroughly trustworthy.^? 
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A large proportion of the architects of 
centralized control of urban education came 
from Eliot’s “thin layer." The most promi- 
nent spokesmen were university presidents 
and professors of educational administra- 
tion, superintendents of city schools, and 
leading lawyers and businessmen. As men 
who had perfected large organizations, they 
had national reference groups and were 
cosmopolitan rather than local in outlook. 
Successful in their own careers, they 
assumed that what was good for their class 
and private institutions was good public 
policy as well.?! They developed inter-city 
networks of influence through the National 
Education Association, through newspapers, 
general magazines, and professional journals 
like School Board Journal and Educational 
Review, through sharing ideas in their elite 
Public Education Associations and business- 
men's clubs (including Chambers of Com- 
merce), and through service on commissions 
of school reorganization and school 
boards." They were convinced that the way 
to improve urban education was to place on 
school boards a few “Americans of good 
quality—that is, honest men who have 
proved their capacity in their private busi- 
ness" and to turn the schools over to the 
progressive expert—“a man who, knowing 
the shortcomings and defects in his business, 
is eager to try experiments in overcoming 
them."? They regarded themselves both as 
progressives in municipal political reform 
and as progressives in education. They 
shaped structural changes which affected 
children in classrooms at least as much as the 
more individualized and philosophical pro- 
grams which have been traditionally defined 
as “progressive education.”™ 

University presidents spearheaded the 
reform movement. Some of them saw a close 
analogy between the role of college trustees 
and the proper function of urban school 
boards. The jobs of superintendent and col- 
lege president demanded similar expertise, 
they thought.?5 It was common for presi- 
dents to become superintendents and vice- 
versa: Andrew Draper left the Cleveland 
superintendency to become president of the 
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University of Illinois; E. Benjamin Andrews 
headed the Chicago schools after service as 
president at Brown University; Daniel Coit 
Gilman at Johns Hopkins University was a 
prominent candidate for the New York 
superintendency (Nicholas Murray Butler 
said that had Gilman served "for two or 
three years," he would have reorganized 
“the New York school system and put it on 
its feet”?®). At Columbia, Butler master- ' 
minded the reforms of 1896 in New York 
which destroyed the powers of the ward 
school trustees. He orchestrated publicity in 
the newspapers and printed muckraking 
articles and reformist tracts in his Educa- 
tional Review.?" For three decades Eliot 
spoke, wrote and agitated for centralization 
of power. His successor at Harvard, Abbott 
Lawrence Lowell, served on the Boston 
school board and was a key reformer. 
William Rainey Harper, president of the Uni- 
versity of Chicago, chaired the Educational 
Commission of Chicago, whose report in 
1899 was a compendium of reform views on 
structural defects and remedies in city 
schools (he had consulted Eliot, Draper, 
Gilman, Butler, and David Starr Jordan of 
Stanford, as well as several other university 
presidents)? Eliot, Butler, and Jordan were 
presidents of the N.E.A., while Draper and 
Gilman were presidents of departments of 
the N.E.A. Through these professional 
organizations and periodicals, they had 
ample opportunity to spread their ideas on 
educational reform. And if the reforms 
created a demand for experts, the univer- 
sities stood to gain, for their new depart- 
ments and schools of education would train 
those experts. 

Superintendents and professors of educa- 
tional administration often exchanged jobs 
during their careers, as in the case of the 
college presidents. They had special reasons 
for favoring “‘nonpolitical” elite boards and 
the elevation of the expert. A civil service 
system based on merit lessened the danger of 
being fired for political reasons.°° In addi- 
tion, a hierarchy of specialized administra- 
tive offices built a ladder of success for the 
ambitious schoolman, while the demand for 
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expertise sent him to the university for 
credentials. With but few exceptions, super- 
intendents and professors of administration 
at the turn of the century admired business- 
men and saw in the specialized forms of 
corporate bureaucracy new models for the 
control and organization of urban schools. 
Increasingly, school administrators turned 
for guidance to their national professional 
associations.?! 

There are three cities in which lay partici- 
pation in school centralization has been care- 
fully studied—New York, Philadelphia, and 
St. Louis. In each case, it is clear that the 
key individuals belonged mostly to Eliot's 
“upper layer.” David Hammack’s analysis of 
the members of the “Committee of One 
Hundred,” which advocated centralization in 
New York in 1896, supplements Sol Cohen’s 
study of the membership of the Public Edu- 
cation Association in that city. Clearly the 
bulk of these citizens were members of the 
city’s social and power elite. Ninety-two 
members of the 104 people in the Com- 
mittee of One Hundred appeared in the 
Social Register in 1896; 49 were lawyers, 
frequently partners of prominent legal firms 
(most of these also served as officers or 
directors of business corporations); 18 were 
bankers; and several were leading merchants 
and professional men. Hammack points out 
that these men had participated “in the 
reorganization of American business and the 
development of the professions in the 
decades following the Civil War,” a process 
which had reinforced their desire to rational- 
ize organizations, to employ experts, and to 
take a national or even international perspec- 
tive.? In Philadelphia, likewise, upper class 
leaders took the forefront in the campaign 
to abolish the ward school boards, as William 
Issel has shown. Seventy-five per cent of the 
officers of the Public Education Association 
from 1882-1912 were listed either in the 
Social Register or the Blue Book, while 100 
per cent of the officers of the Civic Club, 
another reform organization, were so listed 
in 1904. Issel concludes that: 


Modernization stripped the ward school 
boards of power, left them intact only as 
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boards of visitors, and placed control of the 
schools in the hands of cosmopolitan and 
efficiency minded upper class businessmen 
and professionals, whose legislative decisions 
would be carried out by dispassionate, uni- 
versity trained, educational experts accord- 
ing to the impersonal criteria of bureaucratic 
social organization.?? 


Elinor Gersman has analyzed the occupa- 
tions of St. Louis school board members 
before the reorganization in 1896 and after 
the centralization reforms in 1897. Profes- 
sional men on the board jumped from 4.8 
per cent to 58.3 per cent, and big business- 
men, from 9.5 per cent to 25 per cent; while 
small businessmen dropped from 47.6 per 
cent to 16.7 per cent, and wage-earning em- 
ployees, from 28.6 per cent to none.” 

Other cities showed similar patterns. 
Andrew Draper said that the Cleveland 
school bill, which became law in 1892, was 
written by four men: three lawyers (one a 
judge) and a bank president.’ In Los 
Angeles, when a new charter reduced the 
board to seven elected from the city at large, 
the municipal league selected 100 leading 
citizens who in turn nominated “seven of 
the most prominent and busiest men of the 
city.” The result, said a resident, was “а 
non-partisan Board of Education ... and we 
are getting toward the next step in the devel- 
opment; that is, what is better than non- 
partisan,—a non-personal administration of 
public school affairs.” After the reform 
charter of 1899 in Baltimore, the mayor 
appointed nine board members from the 
local elite, including Daniel Coit Gilman and 
eminent lawyers. One of the first things they 
did was to ask Butler and Eliot to recom- 
mend an expert superintendent." А study 
of city school boards by Scott Nearing in 
1916 showed that more than three fifths of 
the members were merchants, manufac- 
turers, bankers, brokers and real estate men, 
and doctors and lawyers?9 Subsequent 
studies by George Struble and George 
Counts confirmed the fact that wage-earners 
were grossly underrepresented on urban 
school boards, while Eliot's “upper layer” 
controlled them.?? 
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This dominance by business and profes- 
sional men was, of course, what the re- 
formers had desired all along: They wanted 
power to their people. In 1892 the United 
States Commissioner of Education, William 
T. Harris, stated what would become the 
conventional wisdom in writings on school 
administration. There are three common 
types of school board members, he said: 


First, the business men chosen from the class 
of merchants, bankers, manufacturers, or 
professional men who have no personal ends 
to serve and no special cause to foster. 
... Second, there are the men representing 
the element of reform or change . . . honest 
and well-meaning, but... prone to...an 
unbalanced judgment....A third class of 
men...is the self-seeking ог selfish 
man.... 


The first, of course, were the superinten- 
dent's natural allies; the second group he 
must “educate into broader views” (possibly 
he might accept some of their suggestions 
"after freeing them from all features of 
danger to the established огдег””). The 
ideal board was gentlemanly and business- 
like—qualities most likely to be found in 
gentlemen of business. “The work of the 
board," wrote the Boston superintendent 
after the reforms of 1905, “is conducted in а 
conversational tone; speeches made for 
political effect that were common in the 
larger board no longer are delivered. The 
deliberations of the board are not essentially 
different from those of a board of direc- 
tors."*! Ellwood Cubberley agreed: “If the 
board confines itself to its proper work, an 
hour a week will transact all of the school 
business which the board should handle. 
There is no more need for oratory in the 
conduct of a school system than there would 
be in the conduct of a national Бапк. 

The drive toward centralization in urban 
education at the turn of the century largely 
succeeded in reshaping the formal structure 
of control of the schools. In the cities with 
over 100,000 population in 1910, the aver- 
age size of the school board dropped approx- 
imately from 16 in 1895 to 9 in 1915. The 
changes were greatest in the largest cities. In 
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1892 Cleveland changed from a board of 26 
to a 7-man "school council.” In 1896 a bill 
destroyed most of the power of New York's 
ward committees. Under the consolidation 
of the New York boroughs, however, the 
central board of education retained ‘‘dele- 
gates" until 1917, when the board was 
reduced to 7 persons. The St. Louis reorgani- 
zation in 1897 cut the board from 21 
elected by wards to 12 elected at large from 
the city. Milwaukee that year changed its 
board from 42 members—in effect chosen by 
the ward aldermen—to 21 members chosen 
by four "citizens of suitable character and 
education" appointed by the mayor. In 
1907 this was changed to 15 elected at large. 
The Baltimore Charter of 1898 changed the 
selection procedure in that city: Instead of 
each councilman nominating one of the 22 
school commissioners, the mayor appointed 
all 9 members. In 1905 Philadelphia's board 
dropped from 42 to 21, appointed at large 
rather than by wards. The local boards lost 
most of the powers that had made them 
keystones of the spoils system. That year, 
the Massachusetts Federal Court sliced the 
Boston board from 24 to 5. In 1911, the 
Pennsylvania legislature cut the size of the 
Pittsburgh and Philadelphia boards to 15 
members, and changed the ward committees 
into investigative "school visitors." Detroit 
eliminated representation by wards and 
reduced its board from 18 to 7 in 1916. 
After two decades of attempted reforms, 
Chicago finally diminished its board in 1917 
from 21 to 11 members, appointed by the 
mayor. Accompanying these changes in the 
structure of the school boards in most cases 
were substantial enlargements of the power 
of the superintendents in hiring and firing of 
staff, determining curriculum, and deciding 
other professional and fiscal matters.*? 

Only careful study, city by city, will 
reveal the exact alignments of power, class, 
ethnicity, race, religion, and ideology in- 
volved in the struggles for centralization of 
control. The specific political strategies dif- 
fered locally as well, for in some cities 
reformers had to turn to the state legisla- 
tures for redress, while in others, they 
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enacted new laws within city boundaries. In 
a number of cases one political party domi- 
nated the state legislature, another the city. 
Neither party enjoyed a monopoly of urban 
school reform. As Samuel Hays has ob- 
served, reformers wanted “not simply to 
replace bad men with good; they proposed 
to change the occupational and class origins 
of decision-makers."^ Beneath the sym- 
bolic crusades lay differing conceptions of 
private interest and public good, and it is to 
this struggle we now turn. 


CONFLICTS OF VALUE 


“No one thing is more needed in American 
life today than frank admission of inequal- 
ity, with all that implies." So responded 
Professor Albion Small to the Harper Com- 
mittee when it sought advice in 1898 about 
how the schools should train citizens. 


In this connection I assert that our schools 
have been delinquent, equivocal and some- 
times cowardly.... Wherever politics has 
laid its hand on the schools there has persis- 
tently appeared a tendency to truckle to 
mob demand for artificial leveling .... our 
Schools of today are playing into the hands 
of that despicable demagoguery which holds 
back the realization of the only rational 
democracy by catering to the popular con- 
ceit of indiscriminate equality. 


Children must be taught that "personal 
merit is the only valid title to civic rank and 
social consideration," said Small. Only that 
School system which contains "strong fea- 
tures of authoritative discipline which the 
pupils must observe with military prompt- 
ness and precision" would actually teach the 
essential lesson of  "straight-out-obedi- 
ence."5 You should no more democratize 
the schools than democratize appendicitis, 
Nicholas Murray Butler told the Merchants 
Club in Chicago in a speech directed against 
teachers’ unions.*° Reformers thought that 
schools existed to socialize ill-prepared chil- 
dren to their roles in a complex corporate 
world and that education should therefore 
reflect the changing nature of that society. 
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“The elementary school should facilitate and 
simplify the process of economic selection,” 
said members of a committee recommend- 
ing changes in the New York Schools, “and 
should act as a transmitter between human 
supply and industrial demand."^" 

Many of the men who advocated centrali- 
zation clearly saw schools as a means of 
social control. Undoubtedly a large percent- 
age of the reformers were moved by humane 
concern for children as well. In many cities, 
school buildings were dank, dark, unsafe and 
crowded; thousands of pupils could not find 
even a seat; frequently teachers were gro- 
tesquely unprepared for their work; the old 
curriculum was often hopelessly rigid and 
out of touch with current reality; graft and 
inefficiency siphoned off funds needed to 
build classrooms and hire teachers.** And it 
is clear that urban education faced staggering 
tasks of preparing hundreds of thousands of 
poor children from dozens of ethnic groups 
to survive and advance in American society. 
But the rhetoric of concern sometimes con- 
tained disdain and fear directed towards the 
dispossessed, nor could the claim to be 
“nonpolitical” ог “nonpersonal” mask the 
ways in which the centralizers wished to 
favor their own interests. Social control for 
whose benefit? Economy and efficiency for 
what purpose? A buffer zone of “profes 
sionalism” to protect whom from whom? 
Underlying the debates over the organiza- 
tional forms of American education lay 
conflicting concerns and convictions about 
the nature of American society. ^? 

The question of motives and interests of 
elite reformers and school board members is 
highly complex. As W. W. Charters, Jr., has 
observed, studies like Counts’, which showed 
that the majority of school board members 
came from “the dominant class,” generally 
did not prove that boards did in fact act in 
the interests of that class. Furthermore, such 
"status studies” tend to ignore the semi- 
autonomous norms of behavior which have 
attended professionalization and bureau- 
cratization of school administration and 
teaching. Hence empirical investigation must 
provide links between the social charac 
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teristics of those who in formal terms “‘con- 
trol? education and the real or alleged 
interests served in the actual operation of 
schools. Of course, it would be equally a 
form of а priori reasoning to argue that 
socio-economic status of board members did 
not influence their educational policy deci- 
sions, since such class membership has been 
shown to shape many other kinds of behav- 
іог.50 

We also need to know more about how 
diverse kinds of school board members have 
become socialized to their roles as com- 
mitteemen. If school boards tended to 
approximate the model of a corporate board 
of directors as urged by the reformers, then 
role prescriptions would hardly favor the 
give-and-take of pluralistic politics. If inter- 
action among social unequals results in 
disproportionate influence by persons of 
higher status—as predicted in status interac- 
tion theory and confirmed in a study by 
Alexander Proudfoot in Alberta, Canada— 
then elite members would generally pre- 
dominate even where there were committee- 
men of humbler тапк. For better or 
worse, the ideal of nonpartisanship has 
fostered the norm of nonrepresentativeness; 
that is, a Catholic factory worker from the 
west side on a school board is expected to 
speak for all the children of the city, not to 
represent chiefly those people he knows 
best. School board manuals have usually 
stressed members should take this univer- 
salistic view. Of course, informal checks and 
balances of power and interests frequently 
appeared on urban school boards, but in 
ideal type the reformers’ goal was a closed 
system of politics.9? 

There are, of course, many possible ways 
to approach the question of the motives of 
the centralizers. I shall briefly discuss three 
as illustrations. 

The first is to explore ways in which the 
elite gained direct economic benefits from 
school politics. An obvious opportunity was 
to keep school taxes low by lowering costs; 
this was a major concern of the reform 
board in St. Louis. In Chicago several 
large corporations actually evaded paying 
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school taxes entirely until feisty Margaret 
Haley of the Chicago Teachers' Federation 
brought suit against them. In another notori- 
ous case, the president of the Chicago board, 
who was an attorney employed by the Chi- 
cago Tribune, joined the majority of busi- 
nessmen who voted to grant the Tribune a 
99 year lease on land owned by the schools, 
thereby resulting in the loss of hundreds of 
thousands of dollars of school revenue, since 
prior to that time the property had been 
revalued upwards each ten years.” In his 
swashbuckling book, The Goslings, Upton 
Sinclair gave a socialist analysis of the 
“Black Hand’s” stranglehold on American 
education and detailed case after case of 
business graft in the construction of build- 
ings, the sale of land and supplies, and the 
purchase of textbooks. As a number of 
muckrakers discovered, businessmen were 
adept at school graft or tax evasion, but 
usually operated on a bigger scale and in a 
somewhat more legal manner than the immi- 
grant political machines.55 William Maxwell, 
superintendent of schools in New York, 
accused industrialists of forcing the schools 
to underwrite apprenticeship programs 
which the factories themselves should have 
provided. 

For the most part, though, the elite did 
not seek crude private benefit. A second and 
more important way to examine motives is 
to explore the larger strategy of using 
schools to make the society more stable, 
efficient, and rational. Here the elite might 
well identify its own interests with those of 
the larger community. Those who sought to 
reform urban education from the top 
down-to create small elite boards and to 
grant experts autonomy in running the 
schools—had an understandable faith in their 
own values (after all, these beliefs and prac- 
tices had worked for them). Deviations from 
the American norm were to be eradicated by 
educational intervention. To be sure, the 
task was difficult, especially in the case of 
Southeastern European immigrants, who 
were, thought Cubberley, “illiterate, docile, 
lacking in self-reliance and initiative, and not 
possessing the Anglo-Saxon conceptions of 
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law, order, and government. ..."5" Few of 
the reformers believed that different social 
values and patterns might be equally valid or 
that the schools should reflect the pluralism 
of the society. Intervention must start early: 
An adviser to the Harper Commission urged 
that kindergarten teachers inculcate 
“honesty, sobriety, habits of attention and 
observation.” Children are “wards of the 
state," he said, and "careful educational 
training is the best possible . . . safeguard 
against all sorts of fanatical schemes and 
social vagaries. "59 

Norms in the school could provide sociali- 
zation required for the complex urban 
world: punctuality, respect for authority, 
competition for rewards according to institu- 
tionally fixed criteria, and acceptance of 
standardized work routines. Thus employers 
benefitted from an elementary school which 
served “as a transmitter between human 
supply and industrial demand." The explicit 
lesson of the school taught the doctrine of 
self-help and equality of opportunity, so 
that a well-socialized child blamed himself 
and not the social order if he did not suc- 
ceed in life. The implicit lessons were per- 
haps even more important: the requirements 
of obedience, punctuality, silence, cleanli- 
ness, and ritualistic acceptance of the 
unreality portrayed in textbooks. 

But general socialization was not enough. 
The schools also needed to prepare youth 
for diverse vocations in a technological 
Society. As more and more working-class 
children entered secondary schools, business- 
men and educators developed vocational 
training programs in which largely working 
class children were enrolled. The academic 
tracks led to the best jobs and remained 
largely the preserve of the middle and upper 
classes.5? 

In seeking to modify education in these 
ways, employers might well have assumed 
that what was good for their company was 
good for the child and good for the nation. 
Any class interest or motive, they might 
have argued, was subsumed in an enlightened 
and rational adaptation of the schools to a 
changed economy and social order. 
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In the third approach to motivation of 
the school reformers, one might claim that 
neither the elite nor the followers really had 
control over the processes of technology and 
modernization, but that both were swept up 
in changes which they neither understood 
nor directed. Under such a vision, com- 
parable to Jacques Ellul’s picture of The 
Technological Society, the centralizers were 
neither the villainous “Black Hand" of Sin- 
clairs devil theory, nor the architects and 
mollifiers of social change, but unwitting 
agents of unavoidable human transforma- 
tion. 

From whatever approach one analyzes 
the work of the school centralizers—and it 
seems clear that many angles of vision are 
needed—a number of basic social develop- 
ments confronted the schools at the turn of 
the century: 


A rapid and vast surge in the numbers of 
school-age children; 

An ethnically diverse population; 

Staggering changes in the technology of 
production, transportation, and com- 
munication; 

Corresponding transformations in the forms 
of human organization to cope with this 
new technology and the challenge of 
great concentrations of people. 


Fresh from traditional communities where 
the sun was their clock, the seasons their 
calendar, masses of rural folk entered fac- 
tories and tenements. Immigrants speaking 
dozens of languages met bureaucracies that 
knew ethnic peculiarities only as inefficient 
aberrations. The city  itself—technology 
itself—became teachers of families, while 
schoolmen reminded each other that the 
tasks of the schoolhouse in the city were 
expanding beyond familiar comprehension. 
A sense of institutional crisis pervaded the 
urban climate; in responding to the challenge 
the centralizers followed those patterns of 
values and organization which had worked 
for them. 

Whatever the motives of the centralizers 
or the relative benefits of centralization of 
control, many urban dwellers opposed the 
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process. Some teachers feared the concentra- 
tion of power in the superintendent's office. 
Margaret Haley’s strong Chicago Teachers’ 
Federation consistently fought the elite 
reformers and “one-man rule."! The great 
mass of schoolmen in New York wished to 
retain the ward committee system and 
attacked Butler and his allies in the 1896 
“school war.”°?" In Baltimore, a majority of 
teachers resisted the reform superintendent 
and collaborated with politicians who sought 
to remove him. When Superintendent 
Frederick of the Cleveland schools black- 
listed six elementary teachers who were 
organizing a union in 1914, they sought an 
injunction against him. "You are out of 
harmony with the public, your real em- 
ployer," said the judge to the super- 
intendent: 


You are not employed by the board of edu- 
cation, but by the public. In your loyal 
service to your nominal master, the board, 
you have drifted away from your real 
master.... The system is sick, very sick. 
Two things only will cure it: Light and air, 
agitation and ventilation. ‘Pull down the 
blinds! Turn out the lights! says Mr. 
Frederick. ‘Then we shall have harmony in 
the schools! Well, to be in harmony with 
such a system is to be out of harmony with 
everything else that is good and com- 
mendable." 


In a number of cities, teachers feared the 
autocracy possible in such a hermetic system 
quite as much as the hazard of “politics” 
under the old system of ward trustees. 
Predictably, many of the district com- 
mitteemen. and state and city politicians 
regarded the reformers as rival operators 
with covert interests of their own A 
number of the local leaders in the cities saw 
educational reform not as a “battle against 
the slum" (Jacob Riis’ view) but as an attack 
on their group identity, assaulting the inno- 
vators as "anglomaniacs," aristocrats, and 
anti-Catholics.© If local boards retained 
power to select teachers and adapt the 
schools to the community, they might settle 
such touchy questions as religion in the 
schools or the teaching of foreign languages. 
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This would increase public support for the 
schools, they argued, and resolve conflicts at 
the local level. An opponent of centraliza- 
tion in New York wrote in 1896 that: 


The varied character of our population, and 
the concentration of special classes of our 
people in certain districts, makes it desirable 
that these people be represented in school 
matters, and this will be possible only by the 
appointment of local officials with necessary 
powers of action, who are acquainted with 
the distinctive characteristics (national, 
racial, and religious) of the several neighbor- 
hoods.5? 


To these groups, ethnic or religious differ- 
ences were not to be homogenized in a 
universalistic school bureaucracy, but values 
to be accommodated within urban diversity. 

Political, ethnic, and religious differences 
were, of course, too crucial in urban society 
to disappear from school politics even in 
those cities where the centralizers had 
temporarily won their way. In Baltimore, 
Democratic Mayor Preston vowed that he 
would “popularize the schools" after a 
decade of elite rule and appointed a board 
willing to remove Superintendent Van 
Sickle.8 Shortly after the Chicago board 
was reduced in size, Mayor Thompson sallied 
into school politics. When the New York 
Board of Education was reorganized in 1917 
to seven members and gained real power for 
the first time, it ceased to be an "enclave of 
gentlemen." Subsequent mayors were care- 
ful to maintain a balance of ethnic and reli- 
gious groups in their appointments. 5; 
Successive ethnic groups in various cities 
managed to penetrate the supposedly imper- 
sonal civil service systems of the schools, 
making them in some cases more “раќгі- 
nomial” than bureaucratic.” 

The centralist reforms at the turn of the 
century, however, left legacies and unin- 
tended consequences which still deeply 
influence urban education. One of these 
legacies is what Wallace Sayre has called a 
“self-serving doctrine and myth” that “edu- 
cation must be ‘taken out of politics." " The 
centralizers argued that educational govern- 


408 


ment should be “above politics" and that 
the notions of a “loyal opposition” or 
partisan representation were out of place on 
school boards. To a large degree this has 
become a standard profession of belief if not 
an actuality. As Sayre observes, "this myth 
is not reserved for bureaucratic strategy 
only; it is taught to the children too. Thus 
the children of democracy are taught to 
distrust one of the basic institutions of 
democracy."" Lawrence Iannaccone has 
maintained that this closed system of school 
governance tends to stifle lay demands for 
educational change until they become explo- 
sive. A corollary of the myth of “nonparti- 
sanship” is that education should be 
entrusted to the professional experts. One 
consequence has been a general naiveté—and 
sometimes obscurantism—about the actual 
forces that shape education in this 
country.” 

Another heritage of the reform move- 
ment has been an enormous expansion of 
central administrative bureaucracies in the 
large cities. These are clothed with such 
great influence—to obstruct change if not to 
induce it—that school boards have increas- 
ingly become legitimizing bodies rather than 
real sources of authority. While originally 
the reformers thought that this delegation of 
power would render the superintendent and 
his staff strictly accountable to the public, it 
has largely had the opposite effect. The 
growth of layers of officials has often 
enabled schoolmen to evade responsibility 
and to strangle innovation in a tangle of red 
tape. Far from believing that they can 
demand accountability from school leaders, 
many parents and children feel like subjects, 
not citizens, of their educational system.” 

Lastly, the destruction of the local ward 
or district committees, once possessing real 
power and responsibility, has dissolved 
political subsystems which formerly kept 
educational control closer to the people. If 
decentralization is to be tried as a remedy 
for the failures of urban education, these 
political structures and constituencies will 
need to be created anew.™ 

Now, as then, conflicts of value in the 
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politics and operation of schools reflect deep 
cleavages in the aims of Americans as well as 
differing perceptions of means. But in some 
respects, the myth that the school was 
“above politics” served not only schoolmen 
but the children also. If schools had taught 
only the narrow and parochial set of beliefs 
and values dictated by their immediate 
patrons and parents, they might have per- 
petuated antagonistic subcultures and they 
might have circumscribed the choices avail- 
able to the young in careers, life-styles, and 
convictions. One need only examine Mayor 
Thompson’s campaigns against “‘pro-British” 
textbooks in Chicago or the state anti- 
evolution laws to see the threat to freedom 
of learning implicit when politics did invade 
the specific content of schooling.” Тһе 
school, with all its shortcomings, served to 
bridge the constraints of the private world of 
family, church, and clan across to the 
broader public world in which citizens spent 
an increasing part of their time. And there is 
considerable evidence that most profes- 
sionals have been more interested than most 
laymen in innovative school programs in 
human relations, in new areas of knowledge, 
and in new methods of teaching. Hence 
Some autonomy for the "expert" seems 
more than а “self-serving” device.” 

If the imperatives which began this essay 
have a different meaning today in educa- 
tional reform, it is in part because substan- 
tial segments of this society no longer 
believe in centralism as an effective response 
to human needs, no longer trust in an en- 
lightened paternalism of elites, no longer 
accept the justice of the distribution of 
power along existing racial and class lines, 
and no longer think that technological 
change implies progress. To whom, and for 
what purposes, the schools should be 
accountable today remains the sharpest 
issue. 
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24. Educational Stratification and Cultural Hegemony in 


One of the most durable educational beliefs, 
especially among North Americans, is that 
free universal public education is one of the 
fastest routes to increased social mobility, to 
cultural integration, to modernization, and 
to nationhood. This article examines some 
of the consequences of attempts to develop 
universal schooling in Peru, an Andean 
country where over half of the population is 
Indian or recently Indian, and where 
colonial social patterns and power relation- 
ships are perhaps as enduring as in any South 
American country. Peru, unlike Mexico and 
Bolivia, has not experienced a social revolu- 
tion. The Indian remains totally outside the 
national Hispanic culture and can become a 
Peruvian citizen only if he rejects his indige- 
nous culture and enters into a long appren- 
ticeship of learning to be a cholo (or par- 
tially Westernized Indian). Perhaps after a 
generation or two, his children will be ac- 
cepted as mestizos. Then it will be their turn 
to abuse and deprecate the “loathsome In- 
dian” and complain about the “pushy, up- 
start cholos aping their betters.” 

In large measure, because of Peru’s endur- 
ing colonial patterns on the one hand and 
rapid, if highly uneven, modernization on 
the other, many social scientists have exam- 
ined attempts by the 2-class superordinate 
Hispanicized minority (the mestizos and 
blancos) to modernize while at the same 
time trying to perpetuate their dominance of 


*An earlier draft of this topic was presented at the 
Interdisciplinary Conference on Power, Policy, and 
Education: Studies in Development, held at the 
State University of New York at Albany, on 16 
November 1968. Fieldwork for this study took 
place in Peru during 1966—68 when the author 
served as Advisor in Educational Research and 
Planning to the Peruvian Ministry of Education as a 
member of the Teachers College, Columbia Univer- 
sity, USAID Contract Team. All views, interpreta- 
tions, conclusions, and recommendations in this 
article are those of the author and not necessarily 
those of the supporting and cooperating organiza- 
tions. 
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the non-Hispanicized indigenous and cholo 
majority. This article seeks to build upon 
and add to this body of research by examin- 
ing how the recent nationwide provision of 
universal primary and secondary education 
in Peru has come to function as an addi- 
tional mechanism in part supporting social 
disintegration while maintaining the privi- 
leged status of the superordinate groups.’ 

During the 3 centuries of colonial rule, 
education in the viceroyalty of Peru was 
mostly private and for the small creole class. 
With independence from Spain, a public edu- 
cational system of inferior quality was 
created during the nineteenth century to 
serve the educational demands of the 
expanding mestizo class. In the decades fol- 
lowing World War II, the public school 
system has, with considerable U.S. encour- 
agement and assistance, been extended and 
structurally differentiated to include chil- 
dren from the 2 lowest sociocultural groups, 
the cholos and the Indians, who collectively 
comprise over 75 percent of the total popu- 
lation (see table 1). 

If we are to understand properly how 
formal schooling serves to help maintain the 
highly hierarchical Peruvian social system 
and concurrently seeks to acculturate sub- 
ordinate groups, it will be necessary first to 
review a number of relevant research studies 
that pertain to the political, economic, and 
sociocultural dimensions of internal domi- 
nance. Then, against this backdrop, an 
exploratory stratification model will be 
presented to describe educational functions 
vis-à-vis social and cultural organization and 
to suggest, at least in part, why the attain- 
ment of substantive qualitative change in 
Peru’s rapidly expanding schools, both at the 
primary and secondary levels, is an unreal- 
istic goal under existing conditions of cul- 
tural conflict, educational stratification, and 
sweeping demographic change. 


From Journal of Developing Areas 5 (April 1971): 401—415. Reprinted by permission. 
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Table 1. Distribution of Income by Major Social Groups in 1963 


Percentage of Percentage of total 
Social group total population national income received 

Blancos: large landowners, industrialists, 

capitalists, some professionals 0.1 19.9 
Mestizos: bureaucrats, businessmen, professionals 

and subprofessionals, employees, 

skilled workers, military officers 20.4 53.0 
Cholos: unskilled workers, peddlers, domestics, 

drivers, clerks, enlisted men 22.8 14.2 
Indians: mountain-dwelling farmers, herders, 

hacienda laborers, army draftees 56.7 12.9 


Source: Edgardo Seoana, Surcos de Paz (Lima, 1963), p. 33. It should be noted that rapid 
demographic and social changes are occurring, with heavy Indian migration to urban areas and 
cholo return migration. Relatively and absolutely, Indian population is shrinking as the cholo 
group grows proportionately. The blanco and mestizo groups are much more resistant to mobility 


and tend to maintain their respective size. 


MECHANISMS OF INTERNAL 
DOMINATION AND COLONIZATION 


Superordinate political domination has been 
firmly maintained since the early 1500s 
when Spaniards conquered and Hispanicized 
the narrow strip of coastal Peru and subju- 
gated the Andean highlands where the sub- 
ordinate indigenous population remains 
concentrated in the cold, windswept mancha 
india (“Indian heartland”) with its capital at 
Cuzco. Independence and the growth of a 
large mestizo class only served to heighten 
the dependence and exploitation of the 
subordinate groups. Power formerly held by 
Spain and administered by the colonial 
bureaucracies was usurped by the minuscule 
creole landowning elite and their mestizo 
administrators, and coastal Peru rapidly 
assumed the metropolitan functions pre- 
viously held by Spain. Lima, the seat of the 
civil, religious, commercial, and military 
bureaucracies during the colonial period, has 
continued to maintain these functions and in 
nearly every sphere dominates the country. 
With intensified industrialization, most of 
which is located in and about Lima, and 
with heavy internal migration, mostly to 
Lima, the capital is continuously growing in 
both relative and absolute size, power, and 
Importance. 


This entrenched pattern of internal 
colonization, with Lima dominating the 
coastal region which in turn dominates the 
highland area, is reflected in the highlands 
where mestizo towns socially, economically, 
and politically control the frequently impov- 
erished surrounding rural areas. Stavenhagen 
has pointed out that in Latin America, 
underdeveloped regions within a country 
perform the role of internal colonies. Local 
populations do not control their economic 
life, and most income is drained off with 
little being returned for local development. 
Not only is capital transferred from the 
periphery to the metropolis, but the for- 
tunes of the periphery—be it a nation, a 
region, Or a sector—are determined almost 
exclusively by, and to the advantage of, the 
metropolis. Thus, instead of stating the 
problem in terms of cultural dualism (е2; 
Hispanic vs. indigenous), it might be more 
accurate to speak of internal colonialism.? 
Something of the relative advantage main- 
tained by the creole coast is indicated by the 
following percentages for the coast and high- 
lands respectively: national population (47, 
46), national income (67, 24), urban (69, 
29), literacy of those over 15 years of age 
(79, 47), and national electorate (69, 26)3 
Data for Peru's third region, the tropical 
selva, is not included, although this area is 
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clearly another region dominated by the 
Superordinate Hispanic minority on the 
coast. 

As nonspeakers of Spanish, over 80 per- 
cent of the adult Indian population were, 
before the 1968 military coup, excluded 
from participation in the national political 
system and had no true representation. 
Indians were, however, counted when appor- 
tioning representatives, mostly mestizos, to 
Congress in Lima. With some 78 percent of 
the total rural population illiterate, this elec- 
toral mechanism discriminated markedly 
against the total peasant population in all 
regions. Colter, for example, found a posi- 
tive rank correlation of 0.83 between the 
economically active population in agricul- 
ture and the illiterate population, and a 
negative correlation of 0.87 between the 
agricultural labor population, and the 
national electorate population.‘ 

Although Peruvian social organization is 
undergoing rapid change that is only par- 
tially and imperfectly understood, it has 
most frequently been described as dualistic 
with the blancos and the mestizos compris- 
ing the upper and middle strata of the upper 
level. The lower level is also composed of 2 
distinct groups: the Indians, a marginal and 
“floating” group cut off from the institu- 
tions and resources of the national society, 
and the cholos, a rapidly growing class.5 
Members of this transitional group have, to 
various degrees, rejected the Indian subcul- 
ture and are moving by way of assimilation 
toward the mestizo class, which carries the 
criollo national culture. Using the metro- 
politan-colonial analogy, it would seem to be 
more accurate to view Peru as a Society 
integrated in such a way as to perpetuate the 
relative inferiority of the indigenous culture 
vis-à-vis the Hispanic culture and of the rural 
areas vis-à-vis the urban centers. 

It will not be possible within the limits of 
this article to analyze in detail all of the 
many contro| mechanisms used until re- 
cently to maintain the mestizo-Indian rela- 
tionship. Suffice it to say that they included 
the currently much weakened hacienda with 
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its semifeudal colonato system (somewhat 
akin to sharecropping in the United States), 
the privatization of power by mestizo fami- 
lies and individuals (especially in the Sierra), 
the neutralization of integrated sectors of 
the national society through segmental 
incorporation (as has often occurred in the 
“aristocratization” of labor unions), and the 
perpetuation of an “‘ideal value" construct in 
education and in the mass media that chan- 
nels aspirations of the masses toward the 
usually unattainable life styles exhibited by 
the higher classes." 

The distribution of income in Peru, as 
reported in 1963 (see table 1), clearly re- 
flects the consequences of internal coloniza- 
tion and the economic advantages of the 
superordinate group. Not unnaturally, mem- 
bers of this group, having once inherited or 
won their rewards, use their vastly superior 
power, prestige, and wealth to widen still 
further the existing inequalities in their 
favor.® 

More recent data confirms the highly 
skewed distribution of wealth and income. A 
1965 report from the National Planning In- 
stitute states that 60 percent of all dis- 
posable income goes to the top 10 percent 
of the population. Moreover, 35 percent of 
all income goes to a mere 8,760 spending 
units, or some 0.25 percent of the Peruvian 
population.’ In brief, the range of wealth 
and income distribution in Peru is extreme. 
It is more unequal than in any other under- 
developed country for which comparative 
data is available, !9 

In sum, using a wide variety of control 
mechanisms, the superordinate group has 
both consciously and otherwise successfully 
maintained their power, prestige, and domi- 
nance. 


Because of their knowledge of the Spanish 
language, their Hispanic culture and their 
education, and through restriction of these 
Tesources to Indian and cholo groups, the 
mestizos—along with the smaller, foreign- 
oriented blanco elite—are able to control 
economic, political, judicial, repressive, and 
cultural resources: they are the representa- 
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Table 2. Peruvian Sociocultural and Educational Stratification 


General Attributes 


Location in Schools 
social Languages usually Usual length 
Subculture hierarchy Location spoken Occupation attended of schooling 
Blanco: entrance Upper Urban (Lima Spanish Owners Elite private University-level 
highly restricted, and abroad) and other schools study in Lima 
using socio- European (Lima and and abroad 
ic, abroad) 

Middle Urban Mostly Managers, Lesser private High school and 
open but (provincial Spanish professionals, schools and study at university 
contested, using and Lima) bureaucrats, better public level in national 
largely cultural and skilled schools in schools in Lima 
criteria workers larger cities or in provincial 

cities 
Cholo: acculturation Lower Urban and rural, Indigenous Unskilled workers, Public schools Primary and some 
encouraged and and urban-rural (Quechua menials, secondary in 
rewarded in urban (migratory) or Aymara) vendors, larger cities 
settings, restricted and Spanish soldiers, and 
in rural domestics 
Indian: social Marginal Rurakindigenous Indigenous Agricultural Nuclear (Indian Males: several years 
mobility blocked communities (Quechua laborers, schools of the of primary or 
or haciendas or Aymara) small farmers, Sierra) and unschooled; 
and males and herders bilingual females: largely 
some Spanish “jungle” unschooled 
schools 


tives and senators, the hacienda owners ог 
administrators, the departmental prefects, 
subprefects and governors: they are also the 
judges and teachers dominating all authority 
spheres. .. ART 


We should take note, however, that with 
rapid if uneven change in Peru, traditional 
control mechanisms, although still operative, 
are becoming less effective. Industrialization, 
land reform, improved communications and 
transportation, and the cholofication process 
are all modifying traditional relationships be- 
tween social groups, and new patterns are 
beginning to emerge. Formal education plays 
2 important roles in this regard: one is its 
integrative function as a socializing agent; 
the second is its disintegrative function. The 
temainder of this paper will be devoted to 
this second function, especially with regard 
to schooling’s lack of relevance to develop- 
mental values, 


EDUCATIONAL CONSEQUENCES OF 
SOCIOCULTURAL STRATIFICATION 


Mestizo control of the public education 
system might best be likened to part of a 


total-dominance model where, following dif- 
ferentiation, each new social stratum has 
historically come to be linked with a distinct 
educational subsystem. These subsystems are 
closely tied to each of the 4 social groups: 
the blancos, the mestizos, the cholos, and 
the Indians. Table 2 presents a social and 
educational stratification model that also in- 
cludes typical attributes of members in each 
sociocultural stratum. 

This model, it should be noted, has 
limitations. It is largely hypothetical and has 
yet to be empirically tested. It is intended 
solely as an exploratory device to further 
description, explanation, and prediction at a 
national level, and to suggest possible 
fruitful lines for further research. All social 
sectors do not fit neatly into the model, nor 
was this my intent. Mestizo farmers found 
largely in the northern highlands and on the 
coast are a case in point. The near absence 
of blanco and Indian groups in north-central 
Peru is another limitation. Moreover, with 
growing pockets of industrialization and 
modernization, the Peruvian social struc- 
ture—especially at the lower levels—is under- 
going marked if exceedingly uneven change. 
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The criteria used for social classification, as 
well as the classes themselves, are therefore 
slowly changing. These criteria, moreover, 
have always varied considerably in different 
regions, and neither social classes nor subcul- 
tures can be defined with precision. 

My objective here is to suggest that the 
social class-linked educational structure re- 
flects and helps to perpetuate the hier- 
archical social system and, in so doing, is 
influential in obstructing educational ra- 
tionalization and development. This is as 
true for the seemingly democratic public pri- 
mary schools as for the highly selective and 
expensive elite private primary schools. Al- 
though there is some overlap because of the 
limited upward and downward social mo- 
bility, the class-linked school subsystems are 
in all cases attended by the vast majority of 
school-aged children in each social stratum. 
(The degree to which Peruvian adults and 
school children are aware of the rewards and 
punishments implicit in the model and the 
extent to which such understanding influ- 
ences their actions and perceptions will be 
investigated at a later date.) 

Indian children did not begin attending 
schools, aside from a few scattered religious 
efforts, in appreciable numbers until after 
World War II when the nuclear schools of 
the Sierra and the bilingual “jungle” schools 
were begun and supported substantially by 
monetary, skill, and motivation inputs from 
North American government agencies (ICA, 
AID, etc.) and non-Peruvian missionary 
groups (Summer Institute of Linguistics, 
etc.). Although increasing numbers of In- 
dians now attend these schools, most stu- 
dents drop out after a year or two and few 
complete primary school. 

Obstacles to improving Indian education 
are overwhelming. Schools are few, isolated, 
and impoverished; moreover, rural education 
usually lacks supporting institutions to give 
it meaning. It is, in addition, under the 
direct supervision of the highly inefficient 
and political Ministry of Education in 
Lima. Other equally debilitative factors 
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have been: (1) the gradual withdrawal of 
USAID support and the failure of Peruvians 
to assume additional responsibilities; (2) the 
desperate poverty, the occasional starvation, 
and the need for child labor in rural areas of 
the Sierra; (3) the use of Spanish as the 
exclusive language of instruction, even in 
non-Spanish speaking areas; and (4) a totally 
irrelevant national curriculum based on an 
idealized version of coastal urban high cul- 
ture. All these factors restrict and limit 
schooling for most Indian children to a 
maximum of a few years at best.'S More- 
over, for an Indian to attend school is to 
begin the rejection of his culture, his com- 
munity, his family, his friends. Many Indian 
parents, especially in the southern Sierra, 
cling persistently to what they commonly 
refer to as the patria chica, or Indian na- 
tional community, and seek to prevent the 
acculturation of their children by avoiding 
schools in particular and mestizos in general. 
Acculturation is not altogether voluntary, 
however. There is compulsory military ser- 
vice in Peru, supposedly for all, but mostly 
for Indians, which has been very effective in 
drafting Indian boys and teaching them ina 
tightly controlled situation to be ashamed of 
indigenous culture and, thus, to reject 1.16 

Cholos, in contrast, avidly seek public 
schooling, preferably of the humanistic type, 
and the explosive expansion of public educa- 
tion during the recently deposed government 
of Fernando Belaunde (1963-68) is in large 
part a direct consequence of increased cholo 
and Indian migration to the coast and to the 
Cities of the Sierra.” Both the absence and 
provision of schooling in the Sierra has 
stimulated migration to the urban areas 
where most public schooling is located. In 
much of the Sierra those seeking schooling 
could only find it in urban, or mestizo, set- 
tings. Where schools for Indians have been 
éstablished, the educational experience, as is 
true of military service, socializes the partici- 
pants and greatly facilitates their recruit- 
ment into the national economy and 
political culture.!8 
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That internal migration both from rural 
to urban areas and from urban slums to 
shantytowns (barriadas) has been primarily a 
phenomenon of youth migration can be seen 
in the following data. Of Lima’s 1970 popu- 
lation of some 2,500,000 inhabitants, over 
one-third (some 800,000) live in shanty- 
towns, now euphemistically called pueblos 
jovenes by decree of the Revolutionary 
Junta. Shantytown dwellers are indeed 
young; 75 percent are under 25 years of age, 
while 50 percent are less than 15 years 
old.'? 

Public education is now truly mass educa- 
tion and not as formerly almost exclusively 
for the superordinate groups. Nearly 80 per- 
cent of all children now register for the first 
year of school (transición). Almost one-half 
do not return the following year, however, 
and only about one-third complete the sixth 
and final year of primary schooling." 

With the ever larger wave of cholos en- 
rolling in urban public schools formerly oc- 
cupied by mestizos, this latter group has 
increasingly placed its children in the many 
new and usually inferior private schools that 
have sprung up in all of the larger urban 
centers. Mestizo parents frequently make 
great financial sacrifices to place their chil- 
dren in private schools attended by other 
mestizos, even though many will acknowl- 
edge that free public primary and secondary 
Schools, especially in the larger urban cen- 
ters, occasionally offer better instruction 
and facilities. 

Children of the blanco upper class usually 
attend the several dozen highly selective and 
expensive private schools in Greater Lima 
operated for the most part by foreign 
nationals and religious orders, or they study 
abroad. Not surprisingly, with the uni- 
versalization of public schooling, the number 
of private schools has skyrocketed. These 
institutions in 1968 enrolled about 10 per- 
cent of all primary students, over 28 percent 
of all secondary students, and approximately 
35 percent of all normal school риріїѕ.2' 

Although Peru's educational hierarchy 


differs only in degree from those found in 
many plural societies where subcultures are 
organized into superordinate and subordi- 
nate groups, there is one characteristic of 
most Latin American societies that is crucial 
for understanding the resistance to qualita- 
tive change at the subsystem level, especially 
in the critical sector of public education. 2 
That characteristic is race (raza), and it is 
largely defined in social and cultural terms. 
An Indian could conceivably be accepted as 
a blanco if he had the requisite economic 
means and background of European culture. 
As nearly all Indians and cholos, and most 
mestizos (and even many blancos) are pre- 
dominantly Amerindian racially, there is a 
great resistance among members of these 
groups (or "social races") to behave in a 
manner that might lead to identifying them 
with the Indian culture or with the growing 
number of culturally mobile ex-Indians who 
have opted for cholofication.? 

With open, if restricted, channels for up- 
ward social and cultural mobility, there is a 
strong tendency for the successfully mobile 
at all levels to reject their subculture of 
origin and to identify with the cultural be- 
havior and values of the next higher stra- 
tum. It may well be that much of the 
rigidity and resistance to educational plan- 
ning and to qualitative change in the na- 
tional education system stems from this fact, 
that each group in large measure draws its 
teachers and administrators from the next 
higher subculture in the hierarchy, i.e., each 
social level tends to control the next lower 
educational subsystem.?5 Thus, the elite pri- 
vate schools are dominated by the next 
higher group in the social hierarchy, the 
Europeans and North Americans. Down- 
wardly mobile blancos operate, for financial 
reasons, the lesser private schools for as- 
piring mestizo children whom they com- 
monly regard as parvenu ог huachafo. 
Mestizos, for the most part, staff and 
operate the public schools attended by cholo 
children. Their mobility aspirations are fre- 
quently openly derided by the members of 
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the mestizo bureaucracy which tightly con- 
trols the highly centralized, if poorly co- 
ordinated, public school system. And be- 
cause mestizo teachers seek to avoid 
“contaminating” contacts with Indians, 
whom they commonly describe as “the 
animal most similar to man,” teachers in the 
Indian schools of the Sierra and Selva (or 
forest) are most frequently the lowliest of 
public school teachers, i.e., cholos who seek 
to hide their recent “evolution” from in- 
digenous to Hispanic culture.? 

Dysfunctional consequences of this con- 
trol pattern are not difficult to find. Teach- 
ers and administrators tend to place their 
children іп one class-linked educational 
system and to work with children in schools 
of the next lower level. Needless to say, 
within this type of relationship, teachers et 
al. are usually more concerned with matters 
of personal gain than with improved instruc- 
tion and student achievement.?? The educa- 
tional bureaucracy that operates the public 
schools, for example, receives in wages over 
95 percent of the educational budget that 
annually totals nearly one-third of the na- 
tional budget.?* Moreover, a considerable 
part of the remaining 5 percent is paid to 
landlords who rent private homes and build- 
ings to the Ministry of Education for use as 
classrooms. More than one-third of all public 
School classes are held in rented facilities, 
many of which are owned by relatives of 
School administrators, and many of which 
are in decrepit and unsanitary conditions. 
Textbooks and school uniforms must be pur- 
chased by all students—many of whom come 
from families living at or near the starvation 
level—while instructional materials, supplies, 
audiovisual aids, and the like, are virtually 
nonexistent in public schools and found 
only in the better private schools. 

Aspects of the educational process as- 
sociated with the superordinate groups (i.e., 
humanistic studies, gentlemanly leisure, in- 
tellectual speculation, and “beautiful 
words”) are seen as rewarding; while aspects 
associated with the subordinate groups (i.e., 
agricultural and vocational studies, rural 
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Situations, practicality, and physical work) 
are commonly perceived as more or less 
threatening and undesirable. The failure of 
periodic attempts to plan and reform public 
education to meet better the manpower 
needs in the agricultural, technical, and 
scientific sectors can largely be explained by 
considerations of cultural self-identification. 
Most students study in agricultural and tech- 
nical schools only because they are unable, 
for one reason or another, to enter the aca- 
demic secondary stream. William F. Whyte 
and others have found that the majority 
of technical students reject the idea of 
future technical employment and instead 
seek university entrance for professional 
studies. 


Due to the inability of many primary gradu- 
ates to get into the preferred secondary aca- 
demic school, the technical school becomes 
an alternative for university preparation. As 
a result, many technical-school students will 
not accept jobs and go to work. They try to 
go to the university; some succeed, but most 
are frustrated and unemployed.?? 


Schools are generally not maintained, 
classes are usually grossly overcrowded, and 
more than half of all students do not have 
proper school desks. In sum, the Peruvian 
public school student is the neglected man in 
the educational system. His well-being, 
growth, and development are consistently 
subordinated to the vested interests of the 
mestizo teachers and administrators who 
Seek his acculturation and indoctrination 
with the least possible expenditure directly 
benefiting the student population. Despite 
an impressive expenditure of nearly 6 per- 
cent of the G.N.P. on formal education, 
benefits to students are declining.>° 

Rote learning of an inflexible nationwide 
curriculum stresses the cultural superiority 
of the superordinate groups, respect for 
authority, and the legitimacy of the existing 
institutions (the military, the church, the 
civil bureaucracy). Both the content of the 
curriculum and the thought-inhibiting in- 
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structional methods help to perpetuate the 
practice of internal colonization used by the 
superordinate groups to help maintain their 
privileged positions." 

Primary schooling, aside from its “cooling 
down" and “selecting out" functions, also 
serves as a first hurdle in the route to the 
university and the professions where, for the 
successful few, mestizo status is assured. In 
December 1968, 53,586 students graduated 
from the fifth year of secondary school; of 
these, some 46,000 took university entrance 
examinations but only some 5,000 candi- 
dates, less than 10 percent, secured admis- 
sion.? Thus, schooling both facilitates 
limited upward mobility, reinforces existing 
class divisions, and provides a means by 
which the masses of cholo children are 
taught an idealized version of the rewards of 
national Hispanic culture. Even the vast 
majority of cholo students who drop out 
learn the rudiments of literacy and arith- 
metic, the inferiority of their cholo status 
and Indian origins, and the superiority of the 
Superordinate groups who enjoy rewards 
“appropriate” to their high status. Public 
school children are, in short, taught “their 
place,”?3 

The need for Indian and cholo students 
to disassociate entirely from their In- 
dianness, to identify with the national His- 
panic culture, and to accept the doctrine of 
social evolution from Indio puro to Indio 
civilizado to non-Indian is, of course, crucial 
to the continuation of existing patterns of 
Social organization, domination, and power. 
The marked contrast between Mexico and 
Peru in this regard might be noted. Mexican 
School children since the Revolution of 1910 
have been taught to glory in their mixture of 
Indian and Hispanic culture (or raza) since 
Indians are Mexicans. The Museum of An- 
thropology in Mexico City where thousands 
of school children daily view displays of 
pre-Hispanic and contemporary indigenous 
achievements and culture is a monumental 
Commitment to this symbolic value. Peru- 
vian school children, in painful contrast, are 
taught to be ashamed of their Indian origins 


and culture and to deny them, at what price 
we cannot yet say.>* 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


This paper has considered some of the func- 
tional relationships between Peruvian socio- 
cultural organization and the structure and 
content of the educational system. Public 
education has been characterized, especially 
at the lower levels, as essentially colonializ- 
ing rather than rational. Primary functions 
of formal schooling continue to stress: (1) 
the acculturation but limited assimilation of 
non-Hispanic elements, (2) the legitimization 
of superordinate cultural, economic, and 
political dominance, and (3) the certifica- 
tion, on the basis of length and type of 
education, of where individuals should be 
placed in the sociocultural hierarchy.?5 

We have noted that a number of factors, 
such as relatively recent extension of public 
education to the subordinate groups, im- 
proved transportation and extended mass 
media, economic development, and popula- 
tion pressure have converged to stimulate 
heavy internal migration. With nearly 30 per- 
cent of the total population migrating 
(mostly to or within urban areas) the 
national school system has come under in- 
creasing pressure from the cholo element to 
consolidate their recent upward social and 
cultural mobility and to facilitate continued 
social evolution. At the same time, elements 
of the superordinate groups seeking to 
modernize and develop the national econ- 
omy have been relatively unsuccessful in 
occasional attempts to rationalize public 
education. Their concern to create a more 
development-oriented school system has, in 
large measure, been opposed by the majority 
of public school pupils, by their parents, and 
by their teachers. The first 2 groups are 
more concerned with continuing to improve 
their status (from Indio puro to Indio 
civilizado to non-Indian) in the evolutionary 
continuum. The teachers, as with most 
mestizos, are primarily concerned with main- 
taining the existing social and cultural 
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organization and the formal, articulated edu- 
cational organization that serves as one of 
the primary mechanisms for acculturation 
without integration. 

Although Peru is currently experiencing 
renewed attempts to alter the country’s 
institutional structure, it appears unlikely 
that these efforts stand much chance of 
success without corresponding changes in 
the existing ideology of sociocultural evolu- 
tion, an underlying rationale that has been 
used to justify the privileges and institutions 
of the superordinate groups since the Con- 
quest? Until Peru begins to experience a 
poder indigena movement and responds with 
attempts to develop a new national culture 
that, as in Bolivia and Mexico, seeks to com- 
bine in some greater degree both the 
Hispanic and indigenous elements in a new 
cholo national culture, efforts at educational 
modernization will quite likely continue to 
be both acclaimed and subverted. 

It may well be that in highly pluralistic 
Societies, such as Peru, where formal school- 
ing is preoccupied with conferring status, the 
nonformal educational systems—the “зћад- 
ow education systems" including train- 
ing programs in industry, in unions, in 
cooperatives, in agricultural extension pro- 
grams, and in a wide variety of voluntary 
organizations—offer (short of violent social 
and educational revolution) the best oppor- 
tunities to compensate for and to circum- 
vent the elite-dominated and increasingly 
dysfunctional articulated school system. In 
this way, confrontation with superordinate 
groups might be avoided while new educa- 
tional institutions and organizations better 
able to mobilize and prepare the human 
resources required for national development 
could be created and nurtured. 
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25. Socialization into Apathy and Political Subordination 
MARZIO BARBAGLI and MARCELLO DEI 


... We have discussed the second conservative 
role played by teachers, that is, the transmis- 
sion of dominant values in the formation of 
the model citizen, and in this connection we 
examined the problem of sexual socializa- 
tion. The case of political socialization offers 
us another example of how this second role 
can function. 

As a preliminary observation we may say 
that “political socialization, in other words, 
is essentially a conservative process facili- 
tating the maintenance of the ‘status quo’ by 
making people accept the system under 
which they are born."! This observation 
must not, however, lead us to think that the 
only characteristic of this process is that it 
perpetuates the existing political system by 
reproducing it entirely unchanged. Even if it 
is true that every political system, just like 
every individual, has within itself strong sur- 
vival instincts, nevertheless we know that in 
addition it has to reckon with a series of 
relationships and stresses (both external and 
internal) that force it to change in order to 
survive, We get nearer to the truth, perhaps, 
if we say that the process of socialization is a 
mechanism through which the political 
System tries to confront the stresses that 
threaten 1.2 It is through this mechanism 
that the system reduces both the volume and 
the range of political demands that might be 
placed upon it. Furthermore, it accustoms 


its ówn members to accept the decisions of 
the authorities, and arouses in them a certain 
level of “diffuse support" towards it.? 

Empirical research carried out so far on 
this question has sought to throw light on 
the period of an individual's life in which 
this process mainly takes place.^ This re- 
search has arrived at the conclusion that 
political socialization is already present at 
the pre-school age (that is, between four and 
five) and—what is particularly important for 
our purposes—that its most important phase 
of development occurs between the ages of 
eleven and thirteen, that is, precisely in the 
period that in Italy corresponds to the 
lower-middle school, the scuola media in- 
feriore.* 

As far as the agents of socialization are 
concerned, the research carried out has con- 
centrated its attention on the family, since, 
in the light of the data collected so far, it has 
until recently been considered the most 
important agent. As a result, the roles of the 
school and the teachers have been insuffi- 
ciently examined. However, the most recent 
inquiries have questioned these results and 
have redimensioned and limited the impor- 
tance of the family,® concluding that the 
school is “the most important and effective 
instrument of political socialization in the 
United States.”” 

In the school we may distinguish two 


This article first appeared as Chapter IV, Section 6, of Le vestali della classe media: Ricerca sociologica sugli 
insegnenti (Bologna: 1I Mulino, 1969), pp. 278—289. English translation by Hugh Ward-Perkins. 
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different forms of political socialization: 
direct and indirect.5 The indirect form con- 
sists of the transmission and acquisition of 
values and information that are not in them- 
selves political but that impinge, or at least 
may impinge, on the development of the 
political personality of an individual. This is 
so, above all, for the acquisition of one's 
basic attitudes towards authority. The social 
climate that is created in a class depends 
substantially on the kind of existing teacher- 
pupil relationship. The more hierarchical and 
autocratic these relationships are, and the 
more they are characterized by the concen- 
tration of decisions in the hands of the 
teacher and by a rigid control on the 
behavior of the pupils, the more easily will 
the latter acquire attitudes of docility and 
submission to authority.? It is very likely 
that with the passing of time this general 
attitude towards authority, which the pupils 
acquire in their relationship with the 
teacher, will end up by being transformed, 
especially if strengthened by similar relation- 
ships with other agents of socialization (such 
as the family or the peer group), into a true 
political orientation, that is, an attitude of 
complete subordination to the political 
authorities. 

As far as Italian teachers are concerned, 
we have had occasion in the preceding pages 
to speak of the authoritarianism in their 
attitudes and ideologies. We think it is fair to 
state, on the basis of the results we have 
outlined, that most of them fully carry out 
in class the role of socializers into docility 
and consequently that of socializers into 
subordination in the sphere of politics. How- 
ever, to give a more precise judgment on the 
existing social climate in Italian schools it is 
necessary to have terms of comparison. For- 
tunately, a well-known comparative survey 
carried out a few years ago in five different 
countries gives us some information on the 
matter. From it, in fact, it appears that of. 
the five countries taken into consideration as 
many as three (in increasing order of author- 
itarianism: the United States, Great Britain, 


BARBAGLI AND DEI 


Germany) presented a social climate less 
authoritarian than that in Italy (which was 
less authoritarian only than Mexico)."! 

The second form of political socializa- 
tion—direct political socialization—consists, 
on the other hand, of the process of trans- 
mission and acquisition of information and 
values that are specifically political. As far as 
the transmission of information is con- 
cerned, it must be said that the Italian 
middle school still adheres to a large extent 
to the old motto, “еге you work, you don't 
discuss politics.” In fact, the data we have 
collected clearly show that the majority of 
the teachers do not believe that the transmis- 
sion of political information forms a part of 
their responsibilities. Forty-eight percent 
reject such a view of their role, while 29 
percent are indifferent. A similar distribu- 
tion is observable in the attitudes of the 
headmasters (48 percent and 31 percent 
respectively). Towards this aspect of politi- 
cal socialization there is, therefore, among 
both teachers and headmasters the same 
degree of hostility (or indifference) we saw 
when we discussed the transmission of infor- 
mation on sexual matters. In the case of 
both the teachers and the headmasters the 
distribution of attitudes and views on their 
roles is very similar for the two types of 
behavior (see Table 2). Furthermore, it is 
generally the same teachers and headmasters 
who are against information on sexual mat- 
ters that are opposed to political informa- 
tion. The correlation here is 0.37 for 
teachers and 0.33 for headmasters. 

The matter is rather different where the 
parents are concerned. As has often been 
said, they are very willing to delegate to the 
teachers the task of transmitting to their 
own children the most important elements 
of sex education. We cannot, however, say 
the same for their attitudes on the teachers’ 
role in the transmission of political informa- 
tion. In fact, both Table 2 and Table 3 show 
us that the parents are even more against 
allowing the schools to perform this task 
than are the teachers and headmasters. 
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Table 3. Percentages of the Subjects of the Three Samples 
Who Think That the Teacher “Definitely Must Not,” or 
That “It Would Be Better if He Did Not,” Speak on 
Political Matters in Class; Classifie1 According to Ages.* 


Teachers Parents Headmasters 
% N. % N. % N. 
24-35 years 35 (126) 
36-45 years 51 (130) 52 (114) 44 (104) 
46—55 years 51 (76) 63 (63) 45 (139) 
56 ог оуег 69 (42) 60 (73) 


*In this, as in other tables of this type, we have not reported the 
data for the first age-class in the case of the headmasters or for the 
first and last age-classes in the case of the parents, because for these 
the number of cases at our disposal was too small to make possible a 
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calculation of percentages. 


But those teachers who (leaving aside for 
a moment the question of the greatness of 
the Roman Empire) dare to inform their 
pupils that in Italy there is a center-left 
government and that the United States is 
conducting a war in Vietnam have to fear 
not so much the wrath of the parents (for 
only 25 percent of these would complain to 
the headmaster) as the reactions of their 
own headmasters, who would, according to 
our data, resort in 42 percent of the cases 
to some kind of sanction (see Table 1). 

Nevertheless, it is clear in spite of this 
that even in the case of political information 
there is a crisis in the old, yet still dominant, 
ideas of roles. This crisis was first formally 
acknowledged by the introduction into the 
Italian Schools in 1958 of the teaching of 
civic education, even if the syllabus provided 
for the transmission only of formal legal 
Concepts and not of contemporary political 
information. Two facts bear witness to 
this crisis: in the first place, in the three 
Samples studied, the behavior we are here 
examining is that on which the level of 
agreement about roles is lowest; in the 
Second place, as we realized when con- 
trolling the variable of age, the headmasters, 
Who (as we have said) are the first to adhere 
to new norms, are in general more favorable 


to the teaching of political information than 
are the teachers (see Table 3). 

But let us now see what happens in the 
other type of political socialization, that is, 
in the transmission of values. The great 
majority of the subjects of the three samples 
are opposed to any teacher's taking a partic- 
ular position on current affairs in class: that 
is, 82 percent of the teachers, 59 percent of 
the parents, and 90 percent of the head- 
masters (see Table 4).! 

So, should the deviant teacher, after 
having first challenged the role norms (by 
informing the pupils of the existence of a 
war in Vietnam), then dare to go as far as to 
criticize the United States, by perhaps de- 
scribing this war as “imperialist” or simply 
“unjust,” he would find himself faced with 
the hostility of his colleagues (who have a 
completely different conception of their 
own role), with the protests of the parents 
(35 percent of those interviewed would go 
to the headmaster) and, above all, with the 
sanctions of the headmaster (and as many as 
81 percent would resort to some form of 
sanction). (See Table 1.) 

The teacher cannot, therefore, discuss 
questions of current political affairs and he 
above all cannot take a position on them. He 
must ignore the present and only discuss the 
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Table 5. Percentage of the Subjects of the Three Samples 
Who Think That the Teacher “Definitely Must Not,” or 
That “It Would Be Better if He Did Not," Express His 
Opinion in Class on Current Affairs; Classified According to 


Ages. 
Teachers Parents Headmasters 
% N. % N. % N. 
24—35 years 74 26) 
36-45 years 85 (130) 80 (114) 87 (104) 
46—55 years 85 (76) 89 (63) 90 (139) 
56 or over 90 (42) 92 (73) 


past. It is expected of him (and there will be 
consequences if he refuses to comply) that 
when he enters the class, he leaves outside 
everything that is controversial or that could 
in any way recall the existence of struggles 
and conflicts in the political sphere. As 
the Premessa to the Decreto per l'inseg- 
namento dell'educazione civica in Italia 
states, "bringing into the schools in a crude 
state the forms in which life is articulated," 
to translate literally “i moduli in cui la vita si 
articola," “cannot but be sterile and even 
deviant."!5 

The role norms that regulate this aspect 
of political socialization are institutionalized 
extremely securely in the Italian schools. 
The level of agreement as to roles in this case 
is very high in all three samples. Further- 
more, even controlling the variable of age, 
we observed that, unlike what we had seen 
concerning the norms that regulate sexual 
and political information, the headmasters 
adhere even more strongly to the dominant 
norms than do the teachers (see Table 5). 
| The meaning of this request for neutrality 
is clear. There is no need to reassert here 
that in dealing with political questions (and 
not only political questions, for that matter) 
neutrality is impossible to attain, because it 
is already abandoned in the choosing of the 
Subject under discussion. As a result, the 
only guarantee a teacher can give his pupils 
is that of making explicit his views and 


political opinions. Here we need merely 
remind ourselves that a recent piece of 
empirical research has shown that precisely 
in the field of politics teachers are not able 
to distinguish facts from values.'° Тһе 
neutrality demanded of the teacher, to 
which indeed he adheres with such convic- 
tion, is in reality a partial neutrality. It is not 
expected of the teacher that he not transmit 
political values in his teaching," only that 
he not be “unilateral” or "partisan,"!? —that 
is, in effect, that he not transmit values 
contrary to the dominant values. As has 
been observed, “by and large affirmations 
can be described as unilateral if they conflict 


Table 6. Percentage of Teachers 
who Think That “They Definitely 
Must Not," or That “It Would Be 
Better if They Did Not," Express 
Their Own Opinion in Class on Cur- 
rent Affairs; Classified According to 
Degree of Political Conservatism. 


Teachers 
% N. 
Political conservatism 
Points 0-1 51 (49) 
Points 2-3 80 (124) 
Points 4 89 (95) 
Points 5 94 (90) 
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with the dominant climate of opinion. But 
the ideas and norms that dominate society 
are, as a rule, the ideas and norms of the 
social groups with the greatest power. Conse- 
quently, he who ingenuously accepts criti- 
cism of ‘unilaterality’ and is not aware of the 
implications and political consequences of 
this acceptance effectively renounces his 
freedom to think. This mechanism operates 
in such a way that precisely those areas of 
social mechanism that are, from the point 
of view of democratization, the most critical 
are excluded. Practiced in this way, political 
neutrality leads either to a depoliticalization 
of consciousness or to more or less blind 
acceptance of the existing power relation- 
ships in society.”!? It is not, therefore, by 
chance that a connection exists between the 
teachers’ conception of their own role in the 
transmission of political values and their 
own political values and political ideologies. 
As Table 6 shows, compliance on the part of 
the teachers with the request for political 
neutrality in class is much more frequent 
where the level of political conservatism is 
greater. 

There is, furthermore, another fact that, 
as well as shedding light on the indirect form 
of political socialization, clarifies the mean- 
ing of this demand for neutrality. Ninety- 
two percent of the teachers, 93 percent of 
the parents, and 96 percent of the head- 
masters do not accept the idea that teachers 
should be permitted to criticize the author- 
ities severely in front of the pupils (see Table 
7). If this were to happen, 35 percent of the 
parents and as many as 91 percent of the 
headmasters would be ready to resort to 
sanctions against the deviant teacher. 

It is unnecessary to add that even this 
norm, like the preceding one, is firmly 
rooted and  institutionalized in Italian 
schools. Of the eighteen types of behavior 
examined in our three samples, this one 
registered one of the highest levels of agree- 
ment on role. Furthermore, after controlling 
the variable of age, we noted that even in 
this case the greatest hostility is among the 


headmasters, that is, among those who have 
the very task of ensuring that the dominant 
norms are respected. 


NOTES 


1. R. Sigel, *Assumptions about the Learning of 
Political Values," in The Annals, 361 (1965), p. 7. 
2. For this definition, see D. Easton and J. Dennis, 
Children in the Political System (New York: Mc- 
Graw-Hill, 1969), p. 51. 

3. These defensive mechanisms against the stresses, 
here only briefly touched upon, are described in 
detail in Easton and Dennis, op. cit., pp. 52-69. By 
“diffuse support," understand “the generalized 
trust and confidence that members give to the 
various objects of the system and see as ends in 
themselves," a confidence that “is not contingent 
on any quid pro quo,” but that is "offered uncon- 
ditionally" (p. 63). 

4. The best known review of the studies, though 
now decidedly out of date, is H. Hyman, Political 
Socialization (New York: Free Press, 1959; a new 
edition came out in 1969). Of the more recent 
reviews the following are useful: R. E. Dawson, 
“Political Socialization,” in J. A. Robinson (ed.), 
Political Science Annual (Indianapolis: Bobbs- 
Merrill, 1966), pp. 1-84; and R. E. Dawson and K. 
Prewitt, Political Socialization (Boston: Little, 
Brown, 1969). 

5. See in particular J. Adelson and R. P. O’Neil, 
“Growth of Political Ideas in Adolescence: The 
Sense of Community,” in Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology 4 (1966): 304—305. 

6. M. K. Jennings and R. G. Niemi, “The Trans- 
mission of Political Values from Parent to Child,” 
in American Political Science Review 62 (1968): 
169—184. 

7. R. D. Hess and J. V. Torney, The Development 
of Political Attitudes in Children (Chicago: Aldine, 
1967), p. 101. We do not feel, however, that the 
present degree of knowledge on this question can 
fully justify the statement made by Hess and 
Torney. As far as we understand, the only inquiry 
conducted on this question in Italy is that by T. M. 
Hennessey, The Political Socialization of Italian 
Youth: The Case of Pistoia and Arezzo (unpub- 
lished doctoral dissertation, The University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1968). Some of the 
results of this research can be seen in his article, 
“Democratic Attitudinal Configurations Among 
Italian Youth," published in Mid-West Journal of 
Political Science 12 (1969): 167—193. Howevet, at 
the time of writing, an extensive inquiry is being 
carried out by the Instituto C. Cattaneo under the 
direction of Anna Oppo. In France, the only re- 
search that has so far been published is that by Gi 
Roig and F. Bollon-Grand, La socialisation 
politique des enfants (Paris: А. Colin, 1968). As far 
as Germany is concerned, see: J. Habermas, L. von 
Friedeburg, C. Oehler, and F. Weltz, Student und 
Politik (Neuwied: H. Luchterhand Verlag, 1961); 
M. Teschner, Politik und Gesellschaft im Unter- 
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richt (Frankfurt am Main: Europäische Verlags- 
anstalt, 1967); E. Becker, S. Herkommer, and J. 
Bergmann, Erziehung zur Anpassung? (Frankfurt 
am Main: Wochenschau Verlag, 1967); and L. von 
Friedeburg and P. Hubner, Das Geschichtsbild der 
Jugend (Munich: Juventa Verlag, 1964), which is 
above all a review of German studies on the influ- 
ence of the teaching of history and civic education 
on the political formation of the young. 

8. For this distinction see Dawson and Prewitt, op. 
cit., pp. 63—80. 

9. For a review of some of the empirical research 
that justifies this assertion, see К. Tausch, “Soziale 
Interaktion  Lehrer-Schüler und Sozialklima in 
Schülen: Erziehungsfaktoren für Diktatur und 
Demokratie," in К. Aurin et al., Politische Erzieh- 
ung als psychologisches Problem (Frankfurt am 
Main: Europäische Verlagsanstalt, 1966), рр. 107— 
116. For an acute analysis of the process of the 
acquisition of ‘‘docility” in school, see J. Henry, 
“Docility or Giving Teacher What She Wants," in 
Journal of Social Issues 11: 33—41. 

10. G. Almond and S. Verba, The Civic Culture 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1963), 
pp. 352—363. 

11. For an idea of what this means, one need only 
read the description made by Tausch (op. cit.), on 
the basis of the results of several inquiries, of the 
profoundly authoritarian climate that dominates in 
the German schools. 

12. See the text of the Premessa of the Decreto 
per Vinsegnamento dell'educazione civica in Italia 
(13 June 1958), in A. Capitini (ed.), L'educazione 
civica nella scuola e nella vita sociale (Bari: 
Laterza, 1964), pp. 127—132. 

13. J. M. Foskett, in The Normative World of the 
Elementary School Teacher (Eugene, Ore.: CASEA 
Publications, 1967; see p. 26), came to similar 
conclusions in an inquiry conducted on a sample of 
over 300 American elementary school teachers. 

14. A. Klünne and A. Tschoepe also came to the 
same conclusion after analyzing the contents of 
some of the textbooks adopted in Germany for the 
teaching of civic education. See their article, 
"Sozialkundliche Unterrichtsbücher," in Soziale 
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Welt 15 (1964): 347—350. On this question see 
also R. Schmiederer, “Zur Problematik der 
politischen Bildung in der Schule," in Das Argu- 
ment 8 (1966): 386—397. 

15. Capitini, op. cit., p. 128. 

16. We are referring to the study by H. Zeigler, 
The Political Life of American Teachers (Engle- 
wood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1967). The 
author observes that *'it is difficult for a teacher to 
hide his own values. For high school teachers the 
distinction between facts and values is very ob- 
scure" (p. 116). And in fact, 42 percent of the 
teachers interviewed in his survey said that the 
statement “the American form of government may 
not be perfect, but it is still the best form of 
government invented by man" was a fact and not 
an opinion, and that it could therefore be ex- 
pressed freely in class. 

17. On this point the above-mentioned Premessa 
to the Decreto per l'insegnamento dell'educazione 
civica in Italia says: **to go from fact to value is the 
methodological journey that must be undertaken" 
(p. 131); the italics are in the text. The same 
Premessa clarifies perfectly, though in a generic 
fashion, what kind of values are being alluded to: 
“the educational action, in this phase of psychic 
development, will be aimed at forming a secure and 
harmonious spiritual balance, by overcoming 
uncertainties and hesitations, and using and chan- 
neling the vigor, generosity, and intransigence of 
the youthful personality” (p. 130). 

18. Dawson and Prewitt remark: “It is expected of 
teachers—and they do not disappoint these expec- 
tations—that they propagate the points of view and 
political beliefs properly described as ‘consensus 
values.’ Teachers must not make the class a place 
for the discussion of ‘partisan values’ and of con- 
troversial opinions, and in general they do not. 
Democracy, the two-party system, free enterprise, 
fundamental liberties, etc.,... аге not only topics 
permitted in class: it is expected of the teacher 
that he impresses them on his pupils” (op. cif., p. 
160). 

19. Teschner, op. cit., p. 118. 


26. The Student Movement and the Industrialization of 


The American student movement rose ... 
and it fell. For a few years, it carried all 
before it, mobilizing millions, overthrowing 
the mighty, spinning off ideologies, ignoring 
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its critics, dominating the scene by its 
ubiquitous, self-centered, and  invincible 


"ртезепсе. The movement reached high tide 


with the May 1970 strike in protest of the 
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invasion of Cambodia and the killing of stu- 
dents at Kent State and Jackson State. 
Thereafter, it began to decline, slowly at 
first and then ever more rapidly, until time 
actually seemed to reverse itself. 

The problem is to explain both the rise 
and fall of the student movement. If the 
movement’s decline cannot be understood 
by the logic of the hypothesis accounting for 
its rise, then we are dealing with ad hoc 
rationalization. The key to the rise and fall 
of the student movement lies in the post-war 
development of a “higher education indus- 
try.” “Youth culture,” which is regarded by 
many social analysts as the fundamental 
structural cause of student rebellion, is 
actually only a function of this “industry,” 
which extends the “role moratorium” to 
millions of people and further intensifies the 
trend to generational stratification in indus- 
trial societies. The industrialization of higher 
education promotes student rebellion by its 
direct educational effects, primarily the 
steady deterioration of undergraduate educa- 
tion, and by its disintegration of traditional 
college communities and “urbanization” of 
the educational enterprise. The concentra- 
tion of student masses in youth ghettoes and 
the diversification of subcultures within edu- 
cational institutions are products of what 
Clark Kerr called the “educational city" in 
The Uses of the University. 

я I propose to call the impact of educa- 
tional industrialization on students, aliena- 
tion. Student alienation is continuous with 
the Marxist concept of alienated labor to the 
extent that student labor time must be con- 
sidered a resource input in the calculation of 
educational output,’ whether consumer 
Services or "human capital" As an educa- 
tional cost, student labor time is negatively 
calculated as “opportunity costs" or fore- 
gone income, which some economists put at 
more than half of all educational costs while 
Others prefer to minimize it in the context 
of inelastic labor markets and an economy at 
considerably less than full employment. The 
point is that students cannot be considered 
Simply as “consumers” of educational ser- 
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vices even though they pay for a share of the 
costs or as investors in themselves since most 
will ultimately have as little control over the 
disposition of their own human capital as 
over any other. Nevertheless, students also 
cannot be regarded as a "proletariat" be- 
cause their time, like that of housewives, is 
uncompensated, and the educational 
product to which they contribute— 
knowledge, skills, research, and productive 
attitudes toward work and organization— 
does not so much increase economic growth 
directly within higher education as at a latter 
stage in other industries. The ambiguous 
status of student labor is best conveyed by 
considering students as trainees. To the 
extent that the industrialization of higher 
education involves an increasing division of 
labor, loss of control over the educational 
process, and atomization of the social 
environment and that students contribute to 
educational production with their labor, stu- 
dents are alienated in the classical Marxist 
sense. In fact, human capital theory implies 
that students are themselves the product 
since human capital is embodied capital. I 
will argue that the alienation of students 
through the industrialization of higher edu- 
cation is a prime structural cause of student 
rebellion. Institutional size, a rough indica- 
tor of the progress of industrialization 
within an institution, strongly correlates 
with the probability of student protest. 

Still, students as unpaid trainees are out- 
side the labor force in the strict sense and 
their studies are largely subsidized by their 
families and the state. To this degree, they 
are divorced from the “real world” of earned 
income. It is an exaggeration to consider this 
aspect of student status as a “tole morato- 
rium" but there is a "prolongation of 
adolescence? if adulthood is defined as 
financial self-support and usually family 
responsibilities. The psychological frustra- 
tions of reaching mental and physical 
maturity without adult status undoubtedly 
contributed to student rebellion. More 
importantly, the prolongation of adoles- 
cence helps to account for the strong influ- 
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ence on the student movement of “youth 
culture” with its denial of the “work ethic,” 
and this influence was a major factor in the 
failure of the movement. Thus the ambigu- 
ities of student consciousness reflect a 
tension in the objective status of students as 
trainees. I will refer to the political manifes- 
tation of student consciousness as student 
idealism. 

If there were a simple linear relationship 
between student protest and educational 
industrialization, one might argue that stu- 
dent protest should have been most severe in 
the community colleges. This was, of course, 
not the case. Instead, there is a strong corre- 
lation between student protest and selectiv- 
ity in admissions. These facts do not require 
a rejection of the industrialization thesis but 
an examination of the relationship between 
the industrializing process and the social 
origins and social destination of students. 
Direct surveys of the social background of 
student radicals found that they tended to 
be the children of liberal, urban profes- 
sionals of Jewish or Protestant religious 
affiliation. It is not true that there was a 
direct relationship between protest and 
“affluence,” much less bourgeois origins in 
the strict sense of propertied wealth. It is 
also stretching a point to claim that the 
family background of student radicals was 
“new working class.” To the degree that 
these professional families were self- 
employed they may be considered bourgeois 
or petit-bourgeois, but it is more often true 
that they were salaried personnel working in 
large organizations. C. Wright Mills called 
salaried managers, officials, and higher-level 
professional and technical personnel a “new 
middle class,” as distinct from the “old 
middle class” or petit-bourgeoisie. I will fol- 
low this usage and offer possession of at 
least three of the following criteria as qualifi- 
cation for new middle class position: 


1. Income derived primarily from wages 
and salaries rather than from wealth and 
business enterprise; 

2. Group control over the job: As dis- 
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tinct from wage labor, professional work 
involves definition by the professional 
membership of the nature of, and require- 
ments for entrance into, an occupation. It 
may also involve collective control over 
hiring and firing in a certain job category 
within a firm or organization. Through this 
control, professional groups are often able to 
create artificial scarcities which increase the 
average income of the membership. Trade 
unions with restrictive practices often 
achieve the same objective and qualify their 
membership for the same social class posi- 
tion. 

3. High income relative to the average 
income of the working class: Besides the 
above means, high relative income may re- 
flect a tradition of paying certain occupa- 
tions more than their real contribution to 
production, or conversely, the major con- 
tribution to production made by certain 
scarce, usually highly specialized, skills. 
Other occupations offer the opportunity of 
supplemental income through  petit- 
bourgeois private enterprise. The profes- 
sional faculties of universities, for example, 
supplement their income through writing, 
grants, consultancies, and the lecture and 
conference circuit. 

4. Command functions: These аге 
routinely exercised by management and 
officialdom. Professionals usually do not ex- 
ercise command but normally escape close 
surveillance by those outside the profession. 

5. Bourgeois prospects: A major attrac- 
tion of this class position is that it can serve 
as a platform for mobility into the bour- 
geoisie. The main avenue is through top-level 
managerial or official positions which offer 
investment perquisites or opportunities. Less 
often, members of the middle class have 
personal entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Almost universally, they are petty investors 
and rentiers. 


These criteria offer grounds for clearly dis- 
tinguishing the new middle class from the 
other Marxist class categories and situate it 
as a satellite class of the bourgeoisie, inter- 
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mediate between it and the proletariat. But 
it is far from clear why this class or its 
offspring should be a source of rebellion. In 
his History of the Russian Revolution, 
Trotsky already speaks of a “new middle 
caste” but as a source of revisionism, not 
revolt. 

If the student movement had evolved 
within the parameters of liberal ideology, 
the leading role of students of new middle 
class background would be less of a problem. 
But it did spill over into open rebellion, a 
vague “radicalism.” Yet it is also clear, or 
should be clear, that the body of the move- 
ment never developed a socialist orientation 
or indicated a proletarian character. On the 
face of it, this fact would seem to preclude 
the relevance of a concept of student aliena- 
tion. Here again, we are dealing with the 
fundamental ambiguity of student status. I 
would argue that the impact of industrializa- 
tion and alienation would be greatest on 
those students for whom the experience was 
a shock. For working class students, indus- 
trialized education and their subordinate 
relationship to it would be continuous with 
past experience in other contexts. For 
bourgeois and new middle class students, the 
experience of industrialized education would 
be discontinuous. The initial shock of alien- 
ated conditions would provoke rebellion. 
There is evidence supporting this thesis. The 
family socialization of student rebels tended 
to be “permissive,” that is, to stress auton- 
omy and competitive mettle in a manner 
typical of new middle class families. Those 
analysts emphasizing this point as a factor in 
student rebellion have noted the discon- 
tinuity between family socialization and the 
educational environment. In his studies, 
Keniston noted that the political activist, as 
distinct from the cultural drop-out, tended 
to have a rather well-integrated childhood 
and adolescence. 

This argument assumes that students 
from these class backgrounds actually do 
encounter industrialized education. This 
assumption would seem to be contradicted 
by the abundant sociological evidence indi- 
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cating relatively close correlations between 
the class background of students and differ- 
ing types of institutions. I will attempt to 
demonstrate later that the rapid expansion 
of higher education since World War II and 
the qualitative changes in its character and 
function have affected the vast majority of 
students in the United States, including 
those attending elite institutions. What is 
striking is not the elegance with which the 
higher educational system has reproduced 
the class structure and appropriate types of 
class consciousness but the inefficiency with 
which it has pursued these objectives. The 
*elite" education meted out to undergrad- 
uates in “multiversities” is one example of 
this inefficiency. Student rebellion 15 
another. Current trends in national educa- 
tion policy are aimed at correcting many of 
these “dysfunctions.” 

For most students of bourgeois back- 
ground and many of new middle class back- 
ground, the alienation experienced in the 
higher education system is temporary. They 
are not destined for the proletariat and their 
indignation at the “system” is ephemeral. 
This anticipation accounts for the survival of 
bourgeois ideology within the movement, 
often given an anarchist twist. Thus the doc- 
trine of the “postindustrial society” 
emerges  re-packaged as “‘post-scarcity 
anarchism.” However, except for bourgeois 
students whose status is passed on to them 
directly through the transmission of wealth, 
student anticipations of their future status 
are cloaked in uncertainty. Although investi- 
gations of social mobility show no tendency 
for a higher rate in recent decades, they 
agree in finding a fairly high absolute rate of 
upward and downward mobility. And al- 
though there is no evidence that education 
plays a greater part now than earlier, its role 
in determining social mobility is substantial. 
As the independent role of educational 
credentials is more critical for new middle 
class than for bourgeois students, the possi- 
bility of downward mobility weighs more 
heavily upon them than for students from 
any other class background. For new middle 
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class students, downward mobility spells 
proletarianization. 

Downward mobility and proletarianiza- 
tion are only possibilities. Many new middle 
class students will maintain or improve their 
position, and this possibility tends to erode 
the formation of an unambiguous class con- 
sciousness. Similar dynamics with similar 
results also operate in later life, but they are 
especially critical in the higher education 
system, a main function of which is to allo- 
cate manpower and thus determine the life 
chances of the population. Students may 
attempt to relieve their anxieties by gauging 
their progress in the ferocious competition 
for "meritocratic" success. These calcula- 
tions are undermined by the dynamics of 
economic development in the post-war 
period, which have witnessed a rapid expan- 
sion of the “knowledge industry" and the 
“service sector.” These employ a large num- 
ber of "professional and technical" person- 
nel, an occupational category which has 
more than doubled as a percentage of the 
labor force. Since the second and third 
tenths of the income distribution have 
slightly increased their share of national 
income in the post-war period, the new 
middle class, as defined above, may have 
grown slightly as a percentage of the popula- 
tion. But this class is by no means identical 
with the occupational category of profes- 
sional and technical personnel and does not 
begin to match its expansion. Yet this occu- 
pational category includes many positions 
which would have conferred new middle 
class status at an earlier period. As the per- 
centage of "professionals" in the labor force 
increases, their actual status declines and 
they are drafted into the “new working 
class." Concretely, this means that their rela- 
tive income shares decrease and their control 
of their working conditions and membership 
is eliminated. In higher education, for 
instance, management finds it increasingly 
necessary to break the professional faculty. 

In this situation, students will find it dif- 
ficult to gauge their class prospects because 
they must run up a downward-moving esca- 
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lator. “Success” may prove quite illusory; 
witness the current condition of the aca- 
demic PhD. Two factors raise the prospect 
of proletarianization: social mobility in and 
out of the new middle class and the deroga- 
tion of occupations, formerly of the middle 
class, to the new working class (strictly 
speaking, a new stratum of the working 
class). The conditions of industrialized edu- 
cation lead students to expect the worst. 
Students of new middle class background 
played a leading role in student revolt 
because of the initial shock of alienation 
within the higher education system and 
because of the prospect, quite justified, of 
proletarianization which this alienation 
raised. Their role was a function of anticipa- 
tory proletarianization. Working on an 
“anticipation,” not fully confirmed in fact, 
students of new middle class background 
were inhibited in the development of a 
movement based on a working class con- 
sciousness. Like the status of students as 
trainees, the anticipation of proletarianiza- 
tion by students of the new middle class 
both produced student rebellion and limited 
its development. 

Student rebellion, then, can be seen as a 
function of the interaction of the closely- 
linked elements of educational industrializa- 
tion and new middle class student consti- 
tuencies. The incidence of student protest 
was highest where both factors were strongly 
in evidence, as in the elite state universities. 
Where one factor was strong and the other 
weak, the probability of protest was lower, 
but still significant. In the elite, private 
liberal arts colleges, new middle class stu- 
dents were relatively insulated from indus- 
trializing trends, but still subject to competi- 
tive pressure to maintain or improve their 
class position. In the state colleges and 
community colleges, there were fewer 
middle class students but a heavy industrial 
harness. Where both factors were absent, 25 
in the religious denominational schools, the 
probability of student protest was very low. 

Finally, the national political crisis of the 
1960s activated the student movement. The 


THE STUDENT MOVEMENT 


main elements of this crisis were racial con- 
flict, the Indo-China War, and the decom- 
position of the Cold War structure of 
international politics. The movement re- 
quired "activation" because of the limits, 
already discussed, of a student consciousness 
grounded in trainee status and an uncertain 
class character. Student idealism needed to 
fix upon an object beyond the limits of its 
own sources in order to become politically 
operative. The images of peace and racial 
justice were the catalysts. Once under way, 
the movement addressed itself to its own 
situation—contrary to some claims—as much 
as to the “issues” of war and race, and there 
is statistical evidence to prove it. 


|. THE HIGHER EDUCATION INDUSTRY 


Since World War I, the system of higher 
education has grown as part of the general 
expansion of the “knowledge industry,” esti- 
mated by Fritz Machlup to constitute as 
much as 30 per cent of the gross national 
product and which includes such under- 
takings as science, research and develop- 
ment, communications, information, and 
professional services. In turn, the knowledge 
industry largely overlaps with the “service 
sector," the expanding tertiary sector (more 
than 50 per cent of GNP) of the economy 
growing up on the foundations of the pri- 
mary and secondary sectors of agriculture 
and manufacture. Even after the huge influx 
of veterans attending school under the GI 
Bill, approximately $1 billion was devoted in 
1947 to the higher education of 2.2 million 
students, some 16 per cent of the college-age 
population at any one moment. By the early 
1970s, $25 billion (2% per cent of the GNP) 
was spent on 8 million students, some 40 per 
cent of the college-age population." 

р This development is generally known as 
"mass higher education." Why call it an 
industry? Higher educational services are, 
after all, bought and sold on the market only 
to a limited degree; for the most part, the 
System is subsidized by tax monies. Since 
Students are both input and output, its 
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inputs, processes, and outputs are not easily 
separable and quantifiable. Its “produc- 
tivity” has been retarded by its reliance 
upon labor-intensive processes. By fiat, one 
might declare most any segment of public 
expenditures an “industry” producing con- 
sumer services. A view of higher education as 
consumption expenditures would be a con- 
venience for economic analysis and could be 
made compatible with any vision of its role, 
even the most cultural and utopian. 

The decisive question is whether higher 
educational expenditures represent an invest- 
ment. If so, there is a calculable "rate of 
return” to higher educational expenditures 
which should determine, if marginalist analy- 
sis is strictly applied, the allocation of 
resources to higher education as a whole and 
to various undertakings within the system. 
This approach is no mere convenience and 
would determine the whole character of the 
system. The allocation of resources accord- 
ing to criteria of economic utility is not 
compatible with the traditional view of 
higher education as a “community of 
scholars” which transmits culture from 
generation to generation and advances 
knowledge “for its own sake.” The maxi- 
mization of the rate of return is not com- 
patible with the provision of “equal educa- 
tional opportunity” for all who are willing 
and able to take advantage of it. It is not 
even compatible with the vision of higher 
education as indoctrinating the population 
in the values of liberal democracy. All of 
these things might go on to some degree 
within the parameters of efficiency but, 
were the investment orientation taken 
seriously, would be discouraged from pro- 
ceeding to the point of inefficiency. 

The human capital school of thought, 
originated in the late 1950s by Theodore 
Schultz, calculates the rate of return as the 
lifetime earnings added by years of schooling 
against the total costs of higher education, 
including opportunity costs. Using a differ- 
ent approach, Edward F. Denison has esti- 
mated that improvements in the quality of 
labor, attributed to education, and advances 
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in knowledge have accounted for 23 percent 
and 15 per cent respectively of economic 
growth in the United States in the post-war 
period. There are, it must be said, many 
objections to both these approaches. 
Employing neo-classical marginalist analysis, 
the human capital school assumes that 
differences in income reflect real differences 
in productivity rather than market imperfec- 
tions. Using an “aggregate production func- 
tion,” Denison finds that there is a large 
"residual" output which the inputs of 
capital and labor, conventionally figured, 
cannot explain, but he appears to under- 
estimate qualitative changes in the produc- 
tivity of capital and rather arbitrarily throws 
education and knowledge into the 
unexplained breech. Other economists prefer 
to call the “residual factor” the “coefficient 
of ignorance.” 

Clearly, there has been "conspicuous 
production" of higher education which now 
exceeds the actual requirements of the occu- 
pational structure, and there is not much 
evidence that education beyond job require- 
ments increases productivity. There is also 
some doubt how necessary the “require- 
ments" themselves are. Industry appears to 
have indulged in a penchant for “credential- 
ling” jobs beyond their real requirements as 
a means of simplifying its personnel tasks. 
The human capital economists are unper- 
turbed by all of these criticisms. For them, it 
is simply a matter of distinguishing between 
consumption and investment expenditures 
on higher education, and of estimating 
market imperfections in determining income 
derived from years of schooling. All of the 
objections raise for them a problem of accu- 
rate calculation, not of principle. Although 
most of these economists have generally 
claimed that the rate of return from higher 
education is high, they are not committed to 
any figure, but only to the principle that a 
rate of return is calculable. They are not 
even committed to the proposition that the 
rate should be made the basis of policy. 

An apparent paradox is the “low produc- 
tivity” of higher education. Even adjusting 
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for inflation, educational costs per unit of 
output are rising, not falling as in manufac- 
turing industry. This fact is a function of the 
limited application, as yet, of labor-saving 
technology in higher education, while labor 
costs tend to rise at a rate comparable to 
that of the labor force as a whole. This 
characteristic is typical of many service 
industries and does not mean that every 
effort is not made to use capital efficiently 
and to hold down labor costs. In higher 
education, rising labor costs also reflect 
labor shortages during the period of the 
industry’s most rapid expansion. Some 
economists have argued that improvements 
in the quality of the output—namely, stu- 
dents, particularly scientific manpower 
making a major contribution to production 
in the general economy—might compensate 
for the apparent increase in costs per unit of 
output. This may or may not be true. What 
is more likely is that the rate of return from 
higher education has tended to decline over 
time. This tendency could actually be ex- 
pected in an industry which has grown as 
enormous as higher education. 

When all objections have been lodged, the 
economic value of higher education has not 
been disproved. Even Christopher Jencks, 
who is to educational sociology what Wil- 
liam of Occam was to philosophy, grants an 
annual rate of return from higher education 
of from 4 to 7 per cent.? The community 
college “movement” is clearly an effort to 
improve the productivity of the labor force 
and to transfer on-the-job training costs onto 
the public weal.? The “over-production” of 
degrees would disprove the economic orien- 
tation of higher education only if the 
authorities took this “crisis” in their stride 
and continued to blithely expand the system 
for other reasons. In fact, they are busy 
rationalizing the system to cope with the 
crisis of overproduction. 

What appears to be true is that human 
investment analysis is the theoretical ratio- 
nalization of a hunch. The controllers of 
higher education have not actually employed 
human capital analysis to determine expen- 
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ditures, but have worked on the assumption 
that higher education pays, which econo- 
mists then justified. “Manpower forecast- 
ing,” which estimates specific manpower 
needs in various job categories, has had 
much more direct influence. There are quar- 
rels between the manpower forecasters and 
human capital economists because the 
former do not employ rates of return but 
estimate manpower needs directly, and 
assume inelastic labor markets and the non- 
substitutibility of skills rather than classical 
markets. Ultimately, the two approaches 
come to the same thing. If a technologically- 
developing economy requires specifically- 
trained manpower, then higher education 
certainly contributes to economic growth 
and has a calculable rate of return. Even the 
manpower approach has far from completely 
determined the allocation of resources in 
higher education in any precise fashion, and 
the "state of the art" is not highly advanced. 
The point is that the £rend is toward increas- 
ing determination of educational priorities 
by economic criteria, not the opposite. 

This trend does not mean that higher 
education serves only economic purposes. 45 
the system fulfills its economic purposes or 
fails to fulfill them, it also accomplishes, or 
fails to accomplish, social and cultural objec- 
tives, As Herbert Gintis has noted, the 

structure of social relations in schools 
reproduces rather faithfully the capitalist 
work-environment."^ However, Gintis’ argu- 
ment that the reproduction of this work 
environment and the “inculcation of per- 
sonality characteristics” are themselves the 
contribution of higher education to produc- 
tivity is unconvincing. It would seem odd to 
expend $25 billion simply to “reproduce” a 
social environment, which already exists 
everywhere else at no additional cost and to 
socialize” students in values which are 
rarely contradicted in any other context. 
The real training and manpower develop- 
ment functions of higher education, however 
inefficiently pursued, are critical. As these 
objectives are pursued, capitalist social rela- 
tions are reproduced. These social relations 
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involve not only subordination and aliena- 
tion but "liberal" cultural attitudes and 
“democratic values.” 

Besides manpower development, the 
higher education industry is engaged in 
another major economic activity: research 
and development. By 1970, over $3 billion, 
some 15 percent of higher educational 
expenditures, was devoted to organized 
research. By and large, this research was 
utilitarian, serving economic, military, and 
less often, social purposes but rarely repre- 
senting the pursuit of knowledge for its own 
sake. At least half of all R&D monies are not 
expended on “basic research” but on applied 
research and development. Two-thirds of 
organized research, including most basic 
research, is funded by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and of the Federal monies, most origi- 
nate with the “mission-oriented” agencies, 
particularly the “defense-space group” 
(Department of Defense, Atomic Energy 
Commission, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration). If the crucial Feder- 
ally-Funded Research and Development 
Centers (Los Alamos, Brookhaven, Argonne, 
etc.), which are university-managed and 
usually conveniently forgotten іп, the 
accounting of the universities and their 
apologists, are included in the grand total, 
half of all Federal research money is allo- 
cated by the military/aerospace group.) In 
this context, it is fatuous to regard research 
and development as a purely cultural activity 
or to identify basic research with the pursuit 
of knowledge for its own sake. Some “рше” 
research does go on, of course, just as pilot 
fish follow white sharks. 

The pursuit of culture for its own sake 
also survives as a remnant of the liberal arts 
tradition. Since this tradition is under attack 
everywhere, the prospects of culture as a 
self-justifying activity are none too good. 
Except for the interstices of the research 
establishment and for the dying enclaves of 
the liberal arts, the ideals of the community 
of scholars and the pursuit of knowledge for 
its own sake mainly serve an ideological 
function of disguising what does exist with 
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the illusion of what does not exist. Much the 
same can be said for the ideal of “equal 
educational opportunity.” Higher education 
continues to make a certain contribution to 
social mobility. But the system is highly 
stratified, and the correlation between 
education and social mobility shows no 
tendency to improve. There has been “edu- 
cational inflation” as the general level of 
educational attainment has increased rapid- 
ly, while relative social prospects remain 
much the same. Educational inflation serves 
the important ideological functions of pro- 
viding the illusion of upward social mobility 
and of “cooling out” students with merito- 
cratic grounds for failure. To the extent, 
then, that higher education provides real 
opportunities for social mobility, it preserves 
the class system through acting as an objec- 
tive safety valve, and to the extent that it 
does not provide social mobility, it still 
perpetuates class distinctions as an ideologi- 
cal safety valve. This role has had, however, 
the important effect of pressing the expan- 
sion of the higher educational system 
beyond the limits of marginal utility and, 
thus, of disrupting the economic rationality 
of the system. On the other hand, enclaves 
representing the ideal of pure culture— 
principally the liberal arts faculties, some- 
times joined by students—have had the 
opposite effect of retarding the progress of 
industrialization by the resistance they put 
up to managerial innovation. In this connec- 
tion, it should also be said that culture for 
its own sake is, and always has been, only an 
ideal. Its roots are in an earlier period when 
higher education served principally the 
ruling class and the higher intelligentsia for 
whom a generalist education under human 
conditions was an essential privilege. The 
education of these groups remains one of the 
functions of higher education, and there is a 
growing consensus in the higher educational 
establishment that the demolition of liberal 
arts education may have been pressed too 
far. 

The economic utility of limitless higher 
education was an unquestioned axiom of 
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educational thinking in the 1960s. The eco- 
nomic stagnation of the late "605 and early 
"705 has revealed some weaknesses in these 
claims. It has turned out higher education 
is less functional than most people had pre- 
sumed. There has been a vast over-produc- 
tion of higher degrees, particularly PhDs in 
liberal arts fields. The BA degree does not 
always appear to improve the potential 
productivity of its holders. The United 
States has found itself under intense com- 
petitive pressure in high-technology markets 
from countries, such as Japan, whose labor 
force has a much lower degree of educa- 
tional attainment. This crisis has only lent 
momentum to the economic rationalization 
of higher education. The herculean efforts of 
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa- 
tion point to the emerging official conclu- 
sions: 


1. Higher education has been too aca- 
demic; 

2. “Universal access” to higher education 
must replace the “goal” of “universal higher 
education,” i.e., higher education must cease 
to expand at a high rate and its enrollments 
be stabilized by 1980; 

3. A vigorous cost reduction program 
must be implemented; 

4. The manpower development and 
research and development functions must be 
separated so that both may be undertaken 
more efficiently; 

5. Tuition rates in the public sector 
should be allowed to rise drastically to 
promote  market-enforced efficiency, to 
maintain the competitive position of the 
private sector, and ease the burden of public 
subsidy. Basic Educational Opportunity 
Grants according to financial need can com- 
pensate for any problem of educational 
opportunity. .. . 


П. THE ORIGINS OF STUDENT 
REBELLION 


The industrialization of higher education has 
affected students in three fundamental ways. 
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First, there are the direct educational 
effects, which manifest themselves in the 
decline of general education and the low 
priority of undergraduate teaching. Adminis- 
tration and faculty are equally responsible 
for these. The priority of research, the 
public service functions of universities, the 
relative decline of the liberal arts colleges, 
and the specialization of the faculty guar- 
antee the decline of general education and 
the failure to transmit an integrated culture. 
The same factors, plus the priority of grad- 
uate education and the substitution of 
technology and less qualified labor for 
faculty, produce a decline in undergraduate 
teaching. In the universities, graduate educa- 
tion absorbs an increasing percentage of 
faculty time: there are 1 million graduate 
students in the United States, 12 per cent of 
total enrollment. Student-faculty ratios 
move up inexorably. Weighting graduate 
enrollment by a factor of three, the general 
ratio from 1955 to 1967 increased from 
approximately 16, to 20 to 1 in public four- 
year institutions and from 14, to 16 to 1 in 
private four-year schools, while remaining 
de in the two-year institutions at 20 to 

Combined with declining teaching loads, 
these ratios spelled increasing class sizes in 
American higher education. Educational 
economists have pointed out that the results 
of empirical studies of the relationship of 
class size to learning have been ambiguous at 
best. This is not necessarily the point. Indus- 
trialized education can certainly outproduce 
traditional education on a per-unit cost 
basis, and large classes may even match the 
learning of smaller ones. But large classes 
are alienating; so are the minute division of 
labor in learning, the regimentation of the 
institutions, the anomie of the environment, 
and the lack of control over the process. 

The second effect of educational indus- 
trialization on students is the decline of the 
educational community” and the rise of 
the “educational city.” This development is 
not entirely negative. In the universities, the 
urbanized environment par excellence, the 
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student has more personal and educational 
“options,” a wider range of potential experi- 
ence, and more exposure to people of differ- 
ing ethnic and social backgrounds. The 
negative side of the educational city is the 
mass character of student life. Concentrated 
by the thousands in single locations, stu- 
dents are housed in barracks-like dormitories 
and deal with the institution through imper- 
sonal bureaucracies. In a crucial stage in the 
formation of personal identity, students are 
left without guidance among a cacophony of 
possibilities. In Education and Identity, 
Arthur Chickering argues that “clarity and 
consistency of objectives” are crucial to 
effective education and notes of the multi- 
versities: “Although many small colleges are 
indistinguishable from each other and from 
their university counterparts and have failed 
to develop a coherent integration of pur- 
poses and practices, the diversity of persons 
and the diversity of functions that come to 
characterize the ‘multiversity’ make such 
development nearly impossible, even when 
the undergraduate liberal arts college itself 
has considerable autonomy and freedom of 
movement.”” In the universities, there is 
some recognition of this problem to which 
“cluster colleges” and other models of 
decentralization have been offered as a solu- 
tion. Although these concepts have been 
implemented in some schools with a degree 
of success, they hardly characterize the 
national situation as a whole. For many 
students, the variety of options is merely a 
source of confusion and demoralization. In 
Big School, Small School, Barker and Gump 
found that students in small schools held an 
average of 3.5 responsible positions per stu- 
dent (athletics, arts, organizations, etc.) 
against .5 positions in large schools. Further, 
they found that students in small schools 
received twice as many pressures to partici- 
pate and academically marginal students five 
times the pressure to participate as in large 
schools.* 

The third effect of educational industrial- 
ization on students is the expansion of 
“youth culture.” Youth culture is the 
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product of stages of life known as “ado- 
lescence” and “post-adolescence” (ог 
“youth”). These stages of life are intervening 
periods between childhood as such and 
adulthood. If we define adulthood as self- 
support through fulltime employment and as 
normally marriage as well, we have a nega- 
tive definition of adolescence and youth. 
These stages of life are the results of indus- 
trialization which requires a larger number 
of people with literacy and training before 
entrance into the labor force. There is a 
progressive “ргојопраНоп of adolescence" as 
industrialization proceeds and occupational 
requirements become more elaborate. Thus 
the high schools and colleges are the social 
base for youth culture, although analogous 
situations, such as military service or lower- 
class unemployment among the young, also 
generate youth cultures. The expansion of 
higher education since World War II has pro- 
longed youth into the early twenties, and 
with the expansion of graduate education (1 
million students) up to age thirty and 
beyond. This stage of life produces a "cul- 
ture” which reflects a special situation and 
its problems, especially its lacks. As youth is 
regimented by educational and military 
bureaucracies, its culture stresses personal 
expression and feeling. Since the student 
living situation is socially atomized, the cul- 
ture celebrates community. Because youth 
are searching for personal identity in ambig- 
uous circumstances, the culture generates 
grandiose, usually fictional world views. 

The political definition of youth culture 
is low. It is not inherently leftist but be- 
comes an “adversary culture" on the basis of 
generational stratification. Furthermore, it is 
not a “culture” but a subculture. The effort 
in the 1960s to portray youth culture as a 
“new culture” expressing the supersession of 
the “work ethic” in a “post-scarcity” golden 
age was misbegotten. Youth under condi- 
tions of extended education is inherently a 
kind of limbo and youth culture cannot 
really provide permanent personal identities 
based upon it. The subculture provides a 
common symbolism and a “life style” to 
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share, but it does not solve the fundamental 
problems of impersonality and anomie. Al- 
though the youth movement made noble 
attempts to organize itself, it was ultimately 
based in atomized youth ghettoes. In its 
expressive strength (rock music, drugs, hair) 
and social weakness, the youth subculture 
resembles the black subculture with which it 
identifies. The youth culture is a “commu- 
nity” of the nameless. 

My thesis is that the interaction of educa- 
tional industrialization with new middle 
class students explains the incidence of stu- 
dent rebellion. Empirical studies have estab- 
lished the social characteristics of students 
who are most “protest-prone.” They tend to 
major in the humanities or the more theoret- 
ically-oriented areas of the sciences. By 
social background, they come from the 
families of educated professionals of Jewish 
or liberal Protestant religious affiliation, 
usually of an urban and liberal bent. Their 
family socialization is not “permissive” per 
se but stresses independence and competitive 
mettle without undue parental intervention. 
Politically, these students do not rebel 
against their parents’ values but extend and 
apply them. In its early years, a significant 
proportion of the movement’s activists, per- 
haps one sixth, was descended from left- 
wing parents." I have argued that these 
characteristics add up to new middle class 
background. 

What evidence supports the industrializa- 
tion theses? First, institutional size strongly 
correlates with student protest. Kenneth 
Keniston and others have discounted this 
fact and argued that a certain institutiona 
size is only necessary for a “списа! mass” of 
“protest-prone” students to form. This criti- 
cal mass is supposed to set the stage for a 
self-reinforcing activist subculture which is 
the base for student protests. If the critica 
mass theory were correct, one would expec 
the correlation between size and protest to 
level off once the size necessary for a critical 
mass were reached. This is not the case. In 
their 1968 survey, Foster and Long found a 
direct correlation between size and protes 
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with no tendency toward a levelling off. The 
incidence of protest, which was 21 per cent 
for schools of 500 enrollment or less, 
climbed steadily as size increased until it 
reached 100 per cent for institutions of 
20,000 or more. In its survey of student 
protests in 1969, the Urban Research Corpo- 
ration discovered an even steeper increase in 
protest as size grew: 1 per cent for schools 
of less than 500 students, 3 per cent for 
schools of less than 1000 students, 8 per 
cent for schools of less than 5000, 27 per 
cent of those under 10,000, and 54 per cent 
of those over 10,000. In his survey under- 
taken in the 1968-69 school year, Harold 
Hodgkinson obtained similar results and con- 
cluded: “With regard to student protest, the 
data do not seem to reveal any kind of 
‘critical mass’ beyond which size the institu- 
tion is more likely to have increased pro- 
test.... There seems to be no single point at 
which the curve jumps toward increased 
protest; rather it is a steady increase in 
protest as enrollment increases.” !° 

On the other hand, there is a difference in 
the incidence of protest among types of 
institutions. In my judgment, this difference 
reflects the degree of industrialization and 
the “quality” of the student body—namely, 
the concentration of new middle class stu- 
dents in the school. In his 1967—68 survey, 
Richard Peterson found a large increase in 
the probability of protest in the large public 
universities compared to the national 
sample. In their study of protest in 1968— 
69, Astin and Bayer discovered the highest 
incidence of protest in the medium and large 
universities and in the large community col- 
leges. Hodgkinson found a steep increase in 
the probability of protest according to 
highest degree awarded: 24.8 per cent for 
less-than-BA-awarding institutions, 33.5 per 
cent for BA-awarding schools, 50.0 per cent 
for MA-awarding, and 67.1 per cent for PhD- 
granting institutions. Controlling for highest 
degree awarded, Hodgkinson also found that 
the larger institutions within types had a 
higher probability of protest. The PhD- 
granting and less-than-BA-awarding institu- 
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tions which reported an increase in protest 
over the previous ten years were approxi- 
mately twice as large as those which re- 
ported no change, while the MA-awarding 
schools were 50 per cent larger. The BA- 
awarding schools which reported an increase 
in protest were only slightly larger than 
those which did not, reflecting the relative 
insulation of liberal arts colleges from the 
industrializing process and the importance of 
student body characteristics for the occur- 
rence of protests at those schools. 

The incidence of protest during the May 
1970 student strike also indicates the crucial 
role of size and selectivity. In his study for 
the Carnegie Commission, Richard Peterson 
found a range of protest of 40 per cent for 
institutions of less than 1000 enrollment up 
to 90 per cent for those with enrollment of 
12,000 or more. The studies of the Urban 
Research Corporation and the Urban Insti- 
tute also uncovered a correlation between 
size and protest in the May strike. In the 
case of “destructive demonstrations,” Peter- 
son discovered an even sharper relationship 
with size: 6.5 per cent for institutions of less 
than 12,000 enrollment, 29.7 per cent for 
those with more. By selectivity, he found 
that schools with more or less open admis- 
sions experienced significant protest in 59.6 
per cent of the cases against 88.9 per cent 
for schools drawing students from the upper 
10 per cent of high school graduating classes. 
“Federal Grant Universities” had the highest 
incidence of protest of all: 95.9 per cent had 
significant protest of some kind, 30.6 per 
cent "destructive demonstrations.” 

In their survey comparing the results of 
the 1968-69 and 1970-71 school years, 
Astin and Bayer found that private univer- 
sities were more likely to have protests than 
public universities as a group, and conse- 
quently that the correlation of size and 
protest was not strong for universities al- 
though it was very marked for other four- 
year and two-year institutions. Among 
universities, the correlation between selec- 
tivity and protest was very strong. In my 
judgment, these results reflect the impor- 
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tance of the interaction of the industrializing 
process with the characteristics of “protest- 
prone” students. Private universities as a 
group have a higher proportion of these 
students than public institutions as a group, 
though the largest public universities are 
often elite schools and enroll a high percent- 
age of these students. This factor would 
explain Peterson’s results finding the largest 
public universities to have a higher incidence 
of protest than other types—thus the cen- 
trality of the elite public multiversities of 
Berkeley, Wisconsin, and Michigan to the 
movement. Astin and Bayer find a strong 
correlation between selectivity and protest 
among universities and other four-year insti- 
tutions, though not among the two-year 
schools where one, however, would not 
expect it to be decisive or even measurable. 
Taking the interaction of size and selectivity 
as critical, one would expect a rank order of 
the incidence of protest as follows: 


selective public universities (often large) 
private universities (often selective) 

other public universities 

nonsectarian private colleges (often selec- 
tive) 

public colleges (often large) 

large two-year colleges 

other two-year colleges 

sectarian colleges 


Surveys generally confirm this order, al- 
though no studies have specifically con- 
trolled by both size and selectivity. By 
1970-71, the public colleges had overtaken 
the nonsectarian private colleges in the inci- 
dence of protest. Except for very large insti- 
tutions, the community colleges have lagged 
behind. Partly, this fact reflects the low 
proportion of new middle class students 
which community colleges enroll. More 
importantly, as commuter schools enrolling 
a high percentage of part-time students who 
are employed, community colleges tend to 
dissolve student status as a total social role 
and to operate as adjuncts to employer 
organizations. 

There are also correlations between other 
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aspects of educational industrialization and 
student protest. Hodgkinson found correla- 
tions between student protest and trimester 
systems and between protest and increased 
proportions of the institutional budget 
deriving from Federal support. His survey 
also uncovered a relationship between stu- 
dent protest and increased hours of faculty 
time spent in research, as well as decreased 
hours spent on teaching. Hodgkinson found 
correlations between the educational city 
and student protest. Thus schools with a 
greater heterogeneity of the student body in 
terms of age, socioeconomic background, 
transfers, out-of-state students, and ethnic 
composition had a higher incidence of 
protest. Taking into account such factors as 
the ratio of out-of-state to in-state students 
and the ratio of foreign-born to native-born 
students, Joseph Scott and Mohamed el- 
Assal discovered that 87 per cent of the 
“complex” institutions in their sample 
reported protests in 1964 and 1965, com- 
pared to 43 per cent of the "simple" institu- 
tions. Protest was also more likely to occur 
in institutions located in large cities rather 
than small towns. In classifying institutions 
as complex or simple, Scott and El-Assal also 
attempted to judge the effect of the bureau- 
cratization and functional diversity of multi- 
versities by calculating in their measure of 
complexity such factors as the number of 
departments and degrees, the student/ 
faculty ratio, the ratio of undergraduate to 
graduate students, and the ratio of dormi- 
tory to non-dormitory students. They found 
that 100 per cent of the complex, large, 
high-quality institutions in their sample had 
protests, compared to 34 per cent of the 
simple, small, low-quality schools.'? 

In a subsequent issue of е“ American 
Sociological Review, Scott and El-Assal were 
criticized on the grounds that students did 
not seem to protest against any of these 
institutional characteristics. In his reply; 
Scott correctly noted that the criticism was 
neither here nor there because the correla- 
tion between these characteristics and 
protest remained. The criticism was in any 
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case ill-founded. In its survey of 1969 
protests, the Urban Research Corporation 
discovered that student power issues were 
raised in 44 per cent of the cases of student 
protest, ahead of war protests and second 
only to issues of “black recognition.” The 
third major category of protest issues related 
to “quality of student life" which also 
ranked ahead of war-related protest. In their 
study for the American Council on Educa- 
tion, Astin and Bayer also found that 
“instructional procedures” relating to class 
size, quality of instruction, the grading 
system, and student evaluations constituted 
an important protest category. Classifying 
six sets of issues as "student power issues,” 
they found these to be more prominent than 
other sets of questions including both war- 
and race-related issues. In their follow-up 
survey of 1970—71 protests, Astin and Bayer 
discovered that student power issues con- 
tinued to be the leading demands, followed 
by a set of eight issues classified as “services 
to students.” 

Up to this point, the trajectory of the 
student movement has been sketched against 
the background of the general expansion of 
higher education in the post-war period. A 
more specific breakdown strengthens the 
case. Immediately after World War П, the 
influx of war veterans doubled enrollments 
from 1 to 2 million from 1945 to 1946. 
There was no student rebellion but one was 
not in prospect because of the political 
climate and the nature of the veteran clien- 
tele. After this initial growth, enrollments 
levelled off and actually declined in the early 
1950s. From 1955 to 1960, enrollments 
resumed their growth: 2.6 to 3.6 million or 
approximately 35 per cent. With the matura- 
tion of the war baby generation, the rate of 
growth reached its peak: 55 per cent 
between 1960 and 1965, continuing at a 
high level of 30 per cent between 1965 and 
1970. The highest percentage growth in 
enrollments was 1964, the year of the Free 
Speech Movement at Berkeley. The potential 
for rebellion was released by the political 
crisis of the 1960s. Because of the uncer- 
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tainty built into trainee status without clear 
class moorings, the student movement re- 
quired external stimuli which were “real” 
and “objective.” These objective realities 
arrived in the form of the black movement 
and the Indo-China War. Many New Left 
cadres worked in the civil rights movement, 
particularly the student sit-in movement of 
1960, and were drawn to the left by the 
urban rebellions of the 1964—68 period. This 
was also the period of the “escalation” of 
the Vietnam War, which the U.S. Govern- 
ment attempted to wage while it under- 
mined the domestic anti-Communist 
consensus of the 1950s with its policy of 
detente with the Soviet Union. The left saw 
its opportunity and reemerged to lead a 
militant student rebellion. 


Ill. DECLINE OF THE MOVEMENT 


Hardly had the Columbia rebellion occurred 
in the spring of 1968, followed by a wave of 
protest at more than 500 schools, before 
observers began to search for signs of the 
movement’s demise. When the campuses 
were quiet in the fall of 1969, commentators 
stated categorically that the movement was 
“dead.” This impression was dispelled by the 
national student strike against the invasion 
of Cambodia in May 1970. Thereafter, the 
coroners were not contradicted, particularly 
when students failed to respond to the inva- 
sion of Laos the following year. 

Certainly, the national strike of 1970 was 
the apogee of the movement, but its decline 
was not sudden and complete. The move- 
ment both first started and first subsided in 
the elite universities which were “visible” to 
the national press. Thus Bayer and Astin 
found that in 1970-71, the year following 
the Cambodia strike, 43 per cent, or more 
than 1000, of all institutions experienced 
some form of student protest. The incidence 
of protest represented only a very slight 
decline from 1968-69 when the movement 
first became а national phenomenon, 
although it was down from 1969-70. How- 
ever, as student protest became old news, 
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national press coverage declined drastically 
from 40 per cent of the institutions experi- 
encing “severe protest” in 1968-69 to 10 
per cent in 1970-71. None of the institu- 
tions of lower selectivity which experienced 
severe protest received national coverage, 
while 20 per cent of the institutions of 
medium or high selectivity received coverage 
from the national media. 

The trend was toward a diffusion of stu- 
dent protest throughout the higher educa- 
tional system and throughout all regions of 
the country, while protest simultaneously 
declined gradually in the elite schools. “With 
the exception of the universities and the 
private nonsectarian colleges,” Bayer and 
Astin reported, “higher educational institu- 
tions have generally been experiencing severe 
protest incidents at the same or higher levels 
than in 1968-1969.”!° The correlation 
between size and protest held up, with the 
qualifications that have been mentioned, 
although the relationship “flattened out” 
somewhat as the student movement began to 
lap the shores of unlikely places such as 
Catholic colleges and sectarian Protestant 
institutions. As protest actually increased in 
the public colleges and community colleges 
in 1970-71 over 1968-69, the student 
movement began to reach into the “new 
working class” sector of the student popula- 
tion. Flacks and Mankoff also report a 
broadening of the social base of student pro- 
test in the universities.!^ 

It is certain that the student movement 
declined more sharply after 1970-71, 
although in the absence of empirical surveys 
the degree of its decline is unclear. Just how 
unclear was demonstrated by the killing of 
two black students by state police and 
National Guardsmen in a student demonstra- 
tion at Southern University in Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, in November 1972. The decline 
of the movement parallels a decline in the 
rate of expansion of higher education and a 
constriction in the job market for educated 
labor. Since financial stringency in the 
higher educational system actually forced 
the pace of industrialization, this factor was 
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probably not decisive in itself although it 
certainly weakened the strategic position of 
student rebels. For similar reasons, industrial 
strikes are more prevalent in periods of pros- 
perity than of recession. 

Equally important was that the “causes” 
which were objects of student idealism 
began to fade. There were no major black 
uprisings after 1968 and the “Vietnamiza- 
tion" of the war by the Nixon Administra- 
tion served its purpose. The Laos invasion, 
which did not involve American troops, did 
not provoke a significant student response. 
Political repression took its toll. The killing 
of four Kent State students, not to mention 
the death of 10 other students in the move- 
ment, sapped student morale and demon- 
strated the limits of moral protest based on 
direct action. The movement gradually 
exhausted its political possibilities and lost 
faith in its guiding myths that students were 
leading the *people" and that "revolution" 
was nigh. Instead, a reactionary coalition 
with majority potential began to develop in 
opposition to the student movement, the 
counter-culture, the anti-war movement, and 
the racial minorities. In the wake of the Free 
Speech Movement and black militancy, 
Ronald Reagan won the governorship of 
California by a million-vote majority in 
1966. From the Presidential primaries of 
1964, the “movement” of George Wallace 
grew into a national political force, With 
Spiro Agnew as his hit man, Richard Nixon 
won the Presidency in 1968 and 1972 and 
pursued his plans, based on a "Southern 
strategy," of making the Republican Party 
the dominant political force. Although the 
"Jeft-wing" campaign of Senator McGovern 
in 1972 should not be abruptly dismissed, 
his crushing defeat was conclusive evidence 
of the limited potential of "new politics" 
and its liberal middle class and non-white 
constituencies. In the face of these events, 
the student movement lost its élan and even 
its nerve. Students eagerly seized the one gift 
which the Nixon Administration offered 
them: lost innocence. 

In this climate, campus administrations 
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worked hard to protect themselves against 
future assaults. Their strategy of contain- 
ment was not based on unlimited repression 
but on an effort to split the coalition of 
liberals and radicals which was crucial to the 
early success of the movement. To this end, 
they implemented reform programs and due 
process procedures to win over liberal and 
moderate elements, while taking advantage 
of the demobilization of the movement to 
launch a national purge of student and 
faculty radicals from the campuses. Since 
their policy was generally enacted after the 
decline of the movement was well under 
way, it was a prophylactic. Its efficacy has 
not been tested. 

Finally, there was the political failure of 
the movement itself, which had a structural 
basis in the dualistic character of student 
status. From the beginning, the student 
movement was torn between political alter- 
natives based on the role of student as a 
trainee for the labor force and those based 
on the youth culture arising out of the 
encapsulation of student life. The movement 
followed the latter course with disastrous 
results. The New Left capitulated to the 
capture of the student movement by anar- 
chist youth culture ideology because the 
subculture, hyped by the media, spread New 
Left notions to millions of young people. 
Eventually, the New Left was swallowed by 
it. The gains of the exposure of liberal ideol- 
ogy and politics in the 1960s were lost, and 
liberalism returned in a “cultural” guise. To 
some extent, this fate was unavoidable. As 
the student movement began to exhaust its 
political possibilities, utopian anarchism 
seemed to offer routes of escape, whether 
through communes or terrorism. Suspended 
in educational bureaucracies, uncertain of 
their social role and class destinations, stu- 
dents inclined to a peculiar form of idealism, 
which, though not strictly bourgeois in char- 
acter, drew on its tradition. In the Romantic 
tradition, most of the basic themes of the 
American youth culture are anticipated. 
Against the mechanization of the social 
order, the romantics of the early 19th cen- 
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tury asserted the “revolution for life.” In 
desperate defense as industrial rationaliza- 
tion encroached on their own domain, artists 
evolved the doctrine that they were the 
“unacknowledged legislators of the world” 
as the custodians of “culture” and the “crea- 
tive imagination.” Against the transforma- 
tion of nature by the industrial system, the 
romantics instituted a cult of nature. Against 
the rationalism and materialism of a secular 
order, the romantics celebrated a variety of 
mysticisms. Against the class conflict of 
capitalist society, the romantics looked back 
to the Middle Ages for the model of class 
harmony in an “organic society.” Student 
idealism, rooted in the objective circum- 
stances of student status, blinded students to 
their real situation, obstructed the develop- 
ment of a long-term political struggle based 
on a viable social program, and ultimately 
exposed the movement to an epithet of its 
own devising: irrelevance. 

Is the student movement, then, dead and 
gone forever? Not necessarily. The industri- 
alization of higher education proceeds. If 
current projections hold up, student enroll- 
ment will rise from 8 to over 13 million 
between 1970 and 1980, an increase of more 
than 50 per cent. Expenditures are projected 
to increase from $24 billion to $44 billion. 
The Carnegie Commission has estimated that 
$50 billion would be required to meet 1980 
costs, given present assumptions and proce- 
dures, and has recommended ways and 
means to reduce expenditures to $40 billion. 
This cost reduction program of 20 per cent 
gives a rough idea of the intensification of 
the industrializing process which is in store. 
‘After 1980, enrollments are expected to 
stabilize and the pace of industrialization may 
well level off. 

What will be more important is the char- 
acter of this industrialization. If current 
trends and the recommendations of the Car- 
negie Commission are any indication, these 
are the prospects: 1.) a rapid expansion of 
the community college systems and, to a 
lesser degree, the public sector as a whole; 
2.) rising tuition rates in the public sector, as 
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well as in the private sector, and the accentu- 
ation of class-based tracking systems; 3.) 
“educational innovations,” such as external 
degree programs, open universities, and the 
like, which serve to integrate education more 
closely with the general economy; 4.) a 
decline of “academic” education and more 
emphasis on vocational and professional edu- 
cation; 5.) increasing proletarianization of 
the instructional staff; 6.) the continuation 
of current industrializing trends, such as 
increasing institutional size, concentration of 
authority, and alienation of students. 

These trends entail a further economic 
rationalization of higher education and an 
increasing degree of functional integration of 
education and manpower requirements. 
These trends also contain the seeds of a 
solution to the impasse of the student move- 
ment. As the encapsulation of student life is 
progressively eliminated, so will be elimi- 
nated the distortions in student conscious- 
ness based upon it. Certain advantages will 
also be lost, Part-time, continuing, and com- 
muter education break up the youth 
ghettoes and reintegrate the generations. As 
youth culture withers, some of the impetus 
of student rebellion will be lost. Its passing 
should not be mourned, however, because its 
political orientation has led nowhere and its 
possibilities have been exhausted. On the 
other hand, the integration of students with 
the labor force, the loss of the professional 
illusions of the instructional staff, the clarifi- 
cation of the class character of the higher 
educational system raise new possibilities. 
This is not a speculation. We have seen that 
student protest in the state colleges and the 
community colleges was rising in 1969-71, 
while it declined in the elite schools. The 
forces moving higher education create the 
possibility of a student movement which is a 
new working class movement with staying 
power and a socialist program. Such a move- 
ment would have realistic opportunities for 
alliances with the American working class. 
The potential militancy of the latter is at 
this moment a speculation, but the social 
and economic conditions of the 1970s do 
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not make it an idle speculation. Most impor- 
tantly, this is the only avenue which can 
generate new political possibilities and raise 
realistic hopes for political victory on a 
national level, and without these there will 
not be another student movement. 
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V 


CULTURAL REPRODUCTION 
AND THE TRANSMISSION 
OF KNOWLEDGE 


Behind the study of politics, which we treated in its relation to education in the last section, 
there has always lain the most fundamental problem in sociology—the explanation of social 
order and conflict. We move to this level of analysis in the present section, but in a new 
context. It is familiar and conventional, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world, to begin the 
discussion of order and continuity with the problem as formulated by Hobbes, who made the 
analytical distinction between the state of nature and the state of civil society. Much modern 
philosophical, sociological, and political writing attempts to analyze the transition Hobbes 
described: a fragmented, individualized, and endemic conflict over the distribution of scarce 
means to desired ends is transformed into an ordered system of both ends and the means of 
their attainment. Discussion since Hobbes follows two main lines. One is the liberal tradition, 
which, as formulated by Talcott Parsons, emphasizes the passing on of culture and the 
development of consensus through various social institutions. The other is the Marxist 
tradition, in which the central concept of class conflict replaces that of socialization.’ For 
Marxists, the process that Parsons calls “socialization” is actually the subjection of subordi- 
nate classes to the ideological hegemony of the bourgeoisie.” 

Cultural reproduction and the transmission of knowledge, therefore, are processes that may 
be interpreted from these two contrasted perspectives. Consensus theory puts its emphasis on 
а common value system imparted to children through their relations with adults. Conflict 
theory puts its emphasis on the control over the content of socialization that is exercised by a 
dominant class. Thus the transmission of knowledge is, as has been noted by the “new” 
sociology of education,’ mediated through the power structure of a society; what counts as 
knowledge, who has access to it, and how it is measured and certified involve processes 
derived from social structure. It is to these structures and processes that this part of the book 
is addressed. 


1. For a discussion of these two traditions in sociological thought, see John Horton, “Order and Conflict 
Theories as Competing Ideologies,” American Sociological Review 71 (May 1966): 701-713. 

2. See Louis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses," Education: Structure and Society, 
ed. B. R. Cosin (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1972), pp. 242-280. 

3. See our discussion of the “new” sociology of education in the Introduction. 


451 


452 CULTURAL REPRODUCTION 


In this section, Robert Dreeben (Chapter 32) discusses the role played by schools in 
socialization, concentrating particularly on the way children learn certain values. Following 
Talcott Parsons* he argues that, by virtue of the nature and sequence of the structural 
arrangement of schools, pupils are exposed to social experiences and opportunities to learn 
norms in anticipation of adult public life. His stress here, in the analysis of complex societies, 
is on the possibilities offered by formal schooling for children to learn the social norms of 
independence, achievement, universalism, and specificity more fully than they could within 
the kinship system. Formal schooling is seen as an intermediary socializing process, and the 
underlying approach follows that of the first line of descent from the Hobbesian problem, to 
which we have referred. 

In the work of Bowles and Gintis we have seen an example of the Marxist approach to the 
same problems, which advances a correspondence theory and interprets education as a means 
of reproducing the social relations of the workplace. The essays by Bernstein and Bourdieu in 
this section have added interest in that they attempt to combine “order” and “conflict” 
perspectives in their analyses of the process of cultural transmission. Both writers try to 
clarify the nature of class reproduction and to relate it to the passing on of economic and 
cultural wealth. We have discussed Bernstein’s continuing studies of the relation between the 
content of knowledge and the structure of power at some length in our Introduction, and we 
noted there the two interrelated strands in Bernstein’s research: his studies of the social basis 
of language and his analyses of education as an agency of social control. In the two essays that 
appear below he presents an exploration of the relation between class and language (Chapter 
28) and a more recent analysis of the cultural content of the teaching of very young children 
(Chapter 30). This involves an explanation of the idea of “invisible pedagogy,” which is 
realized through what Bernstein describes as weak classifications and weak frames.> What 
emerges is a study of the subtlety of social control in modern forms of infant education, which 
are linked by Bernstein to an empirical distinction within the middle class between the 
traditional bourgeoisie and the new middle class that fills the expanding major and minor 
professions concerned with personal services.* 

Bourdieu’s work on similar problems in France is presented in Chapter 29. In advanced 
industrial societies, cultural capital is an increasingly important component of the perpetua- 
tion of classes through generations. But Bourdieu recognizes that the two processes of cultural 
reproduction and social reproduction are not in exact correspondence. As he sees it, the 
evolution of power relationships between classes in such societies “tends more completely to 
exclude the imposition of a hierarchy based upon the crude and ruthless affirmation of the 
power relationship.” To the extent that social hierarchies are transformed into academic 
hierarchies, modern educational systems fulfill a function of legitimation that is more and 
more necessary to the perpetuation of the social order in societies with a complex division of 
labor. Education can play this role in that the placing of individuals in social and occupational 
hierarchies can be based on academic achievement as demonstrated and certified through 
educational processes. 


ен Parsons, “Тһе School Class as a Social System,” Harvard Educational Review 29 (Fall 1959): 
5. For an elaboration of the concepts of classification and framing and an exploration of their relevance to 
the sociological analysis of curriculum, see Basil Bernstein, “On the Classification and Framing of 
Educational Knowledge,” in Knowledge and Control: New Directions in the Sociology of Education, ed. 
Michael F, D. Young (London: Collier-Macmillan, 1971). 

6. The distinction between “old” and "new" middle class is discussed further in Basil Bernstein, Class, 
Codes and Control, Volume Three: Towards a Theory of Educational Transmissions (London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1975). 
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Bourdieu asks whether the transmission of cultural capital is replacing the passing on of 
economic capital; he concludes that it is not, stating that qualifications, “intelligence,” and 
certification represent “but one particular form of capital which comes to be added, in most 
cases, to the possession of economic capital and the correlative capital of power and social 
relationships,” and that “the holders of economic power have more chances than those who 
are deprived of it also to possess cultural capital and, in any case, to be able to do without it 
since academic qualifications are a weak currency and possess all their value only within the 
limits of the academic market.” In a more recent formulation by Bourdieu the educational 
system becomes an arena of class conflict in which the structure of educational expansion 
reflects the dynamics of a struggle for social position whose particular form is imposed upon 
subordinate classes by the dominant class.” 

Thus the theories formulated by Bernstein and Bourdieu go beyond the concepts of 
ascription and achievement to throw light on the processes that link social reproduction to the 
transmission of knowledge. Fritz Ringer in Chapter 31 draws upon Max Weber's distinction 
between “class” and “status” with respect to higher education in Germany in the nineteenth 
century and has, in effect, used the concept of cultural capital to describe the distinctive 
social status of the educated group of higher officials, secondary school teachers, judges and 
lawyers, doctors, and university professors that was “perhaps the most important and 
influential social group in Germany until late in the nineteenth century.” Preservation of this 
elite came about, as Ringer shows, predominantly through self-recruitment. Between 1860 
and 1889 no less than 65 percent of those who were habilitiert to lecture at German 
universities were the sons of higher officials, professors, and academically educated 
professionals. Of course, as Max Weber pointed out in contrasting the German and American 
systems of his day, “the career of the academic man in Germany is generally based upon 
plutocratic prerequisites.” Habilitation as a privatdozent was a long process in which the 
aspiring scholar had largely to support himself. Nevertheless the continuance of a unique 
social group with a characteristic set of values that controlled the admission of new members 
also depended on the passing on of a particular culture through the generations. It was an 
illuminating example of the process of transmission and reproduction of cultural capital.® 

In order to place the chapters by Bernstein, Bourdieu, Dreeben, and Ringer in the larger 
context of the evolution of literacy and its consequences for the social structure of complex 
societies, we have included an extract from an essay on this topic by two anthropologists, 
Jack Goody and Ian Watt (Chapter 27). These authors argue that it was through language that 
man achieved forms of social organization with a range and complexity that made them 
different in kind from those of animals. They identify the basic elements of cultural 
transmission in non-literate societies and then go on to distinguish the important intellectual 
differences in the cultural traditions of complex societies. In particular, they stress the 
invention of writing associated with the urban revolution of the ancient Near East and show 
how this transformed the handing on of culture. “Potentially, human intercourse was now no 
longer restricted to the impermanency of oral converse. But since the first methods of writing 
employed were difficult to master, their effects were relatively limited, and it was only when 


7. Pierre Bourdieu, Luc Boltanski, and Monique de Saint Martin, “Les stratégies de reconversion: les classes 
Sociales et le systéme d'enseignement," Social Science Information 12, no. 5 (1973): 61-113. 

8. Ringer's analysis of nineteenth-century German higher education is part of a larger study of German 
academics, which draws upon the sociology of knowledge to illuminate their characteristic cultural 
concerns. Through an analysis of the social position of the “Mandarin,” Ringer is able to link features of 
German social structure to the content of German higher education. See Fritz Ringer, The Decline of the 
й p Малана The German Academic Community, 1890-1933 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 

ess, у. 


454 CULTURAL REPRODUCTION 


the simplicity and flexibility of later alphabetic writing made widespread literacy possible that 
for the first time there began to take concrete shape in the Greek world of the 7th century 
B.C. a society that was essentially literate and that soon established many of the institutions 
that became characteristic of all later literate societies.” Goody and Watt conclude that the 
rejection of a simple dichotomy between “primitive” and “civilized” modes of thought has 
gone too far and has degenerated into what they term “diffuse relativism and sentimental 
egalitarianism.” 

It is a distinguishing mark of the “new” sociology of education to give research priority to 
the problem of what constitutes valid knowledge in a society. The work of Bernstein and 
Bourdieu attempts to relate this question to the structure of society and to analyze the 
processes of cultural transmission, linking the strategies adopted by families, including the use 
of schools and public cultural resources, to efforts to maintain or improve children’s 
opportunities to inherit the status and privileges possessed by their parents. Yet a number of 
problems remain unresolved—among them the effects of a given form of the organization of 
knowledge on the experience of formal education among schoolchildren of different social 
backgrounds and the process by which the power structure of a society penetrates the content 
of education. The contributions of Weber and Durkheim, who insist that analyses of 
educational ideals must be linked to analyses of the larger society, point us in the right 
direction, but much hard, theoretically informed empirical work remains to be done if we are 
to understand the connections between social structure and the process of education. 


9. For a collection of empirical studies based on Goody and Watt’s seminal article on the consequences of 
literacy, see Jack Goody, ed., Literacy in Traditional Societies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 


1968). 
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27. The Consequences of Literacy 


The accepted tripartite divisions of the for- 
mal study both of mankind’s past and 
present are to a considerable extent based on 
man’s development first of language and 
later of writing. Looked at in the perspective 
of time, man’s biological evolution shades 
into prehistory when he becomes a 
language-using animal; add writing, and 
history proper begins. Looked at in a tempo- 
ral perspective, man as animal is studied 
primarily by the zoologist, man as talking 
animal primarily by the anthropologist, and 
man as talking and writing animal primarily 
by the sociologist. 

That the differentiation between these 
categories should be founded on different 
modes of communication is clearly appro- 
priate; it was language that enabled man to 
achieve a form of social organisation whose 
range and complexity was different in kind 
from that of animals: whereas the social 
organisation of animals was mainly instinc- 
tive and genetically transmitted, that of man 
was largely learned and transmitted verbally 
through the cultural heritage. The basis for 
the last two distinctions, those based on the 
development of writing, is equally clear: to 
the extent that a significant quantity of writ- 
ten records are available the pre-historian 
yields to the historian; and to the extent 
that alphabetical writing and popular liter- 
acy imply new modes of social organisation 
and transmission, the anthropologist tends 
to yield to the sociologist. 

But why? And how? There is no agree- 
ment about this question, nor even about 
what the actual boundary lines between 
non-literate and literate cultures are. At 
what point in the formalisation of picto- 
graphs or other graphic signs can we talk of 
“letters,” of literacy? And what proportion 
of the society has to write and read before 
the culture as a whole can be described as 
literate? 
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These are some of the many reasons why 
the extent to which there is any distinction 
between the areas and methods peculiar to 
anthropology and sociology must be ге- 
garded as problematic; and the difficulty 
affects not only the boundaries of the two 
disciplines but also the nature of the intrin- 
sic differences in their subject matter.’ The 
recent trend has been for anthropologists to 
spread their net more widely and engage in 
the study of industrial societies side by side 
with their sociological colleagues. We can no 
longer accept the view that anthropologists 
have as their objective the study of primitive 
man, who is characterised by a “primitive 
mind,” while sociologists, on the other hand, 
concern themselves with civilised man, 
whose activities are guided by “rational 
thought” and tested by “Jogico-empirical 
procedures.” The reaction against such eth- 
nocentric views, however, has now gone to 
the point of denying that the distinction 
between non-literate and literate society has 
any significant validity. This position seems 
contrary to our personal observation; and so 
it has seemed worthwhile to enquire whether 
there may not be, even from the most empir- 
ical and relativist standpoint, genuine illumi- 
nation to be derived from a further consider- 
ation of some of the historical and analytic 
problems connected with the traditional 
dichotomy between non-literate and literate 
societies. 


1. THE CULTURAL TRADITION IN 
NON-LITERATE SOCIETIES 


For reasons which will become clear it seems 
best to begin with a generalised description 
of the ways in which the cultural heritage is 
transmitted in non-literate societies, and 
then to see how these ways are changed by 
the widespread adoption of an easy and 
effective means of written communication. 


From Comparative Studies in Society and History 5 (July 1963): 304—345. We have extracted PP. 
304—326 and 344—345 for reproduction here. Reprinted by permission. 
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When one generation hands on its cultural 
heritage to the next, three fairly separate 
items are involved. First, the society passes 
on its material plant, including the natural 
resources available to its members. Secondly, 
it transmits standardised ways of acting. 
These customary ways of behaving are only 
partly communicated by verbal means; ways 
of cooking food, of growing crops, of hand- 
ling children may be transmitted by direct 
imitation. But the most significant elements 
of any human culture are undoubtedly chan- 
nelled through words, and reside in the parti- 
cular range of meanings and attitudes which 
members of any society attach to their 
verbal symbols. These elements include not 
only what we habitually think of as custom- 
ary behavior but also such items as ideas of 
space and time, generalised goals and aspira- 
tions, in short the weltanschauung of every 
social group. In Durkheim’s words, these 
categories of the understanding are “price- 
less instruments of thought which the 
human groups have laboriously forged 
through the centuries and where they have 
accumulated the best of their intellectual 
capital.”? The relative continuity of these 
categories of understanding from one genera- 
tion to another is primarily ensured by lan- 
guage, which is the most direct and compre- 
hensive expression of the social experience 
of the group. 

The transmission of the verbal elements 
of culture by oral means can be visualised as 
a long chain of interlocking conversations 
between members of the group. Thus all 
beliefs and values, all forms of knowledge, 
are communicated between individuals in 
face-to-face contact; and, as distinct from 
the material content of the cultural tradi- 
tion, whether it be cave-paintings or hand- 
axes, they are stored only in human memo- 
ту. 
À The intrinsic nature of oral communica- 
tion has a considerable effect upon both the 
content and the transmission of the cultural 
repertoire. In the first place it makes for a 
directness of relationship between symbol 
and referent. There can be no reference to 
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“dictionary definitions,” nor can words 
accumulate the successive layers of histori- 
cally validated meanings which they acquire 
in a literate culture. Instead the meaning of 
each word is ratified in a succession of con- 
crete situations, accompanied by vocal 
inflexions and physical gestures, all of which 
combine to particularize both its specific 
denotation and its accepted connotative 
usages. This process of direct semantic ratifi- 
cation, of course, operates cumulatively; and 
as a result the totality of symbol-referent 
relationships is more immediately experi- 
enced by the individual in an exclusively oral 
culture, and is thus more deeply socialised. 

One way of illustrating this is to consider 
how the range of vocabulary in a non-literate 
society reflects this mode of semantic ratifi- 
cation. It has often been observed how the 
elaboration of the vocabulary of such a soci- 
ety reflects the particular interests of the 
people concerned. The inhabitants of the 
Pacific island of Lesu have not one, but a 
dozen or so, words for pigs,’ according to 
sex, color, and where they come from—a 
prolixity which mirrors the importance of 
pigs in a domestic economy that otherwise 
includes few sources of protein. The corol- 
lary of this prolixity is that where common 
emphases and interests, whether material or 
otherwise, are not specifically involved, 
there is little verbal development. Malinow- 
ski reported that in the Trobriands the outer 
world was only named insofar as it yielded 
useful things, useful, that is, in the very 
broadest sense;* and there is much other 
testimony to support the view that there is 
an intimate functional adaptation of lan- 
guage in non-literate societies, which obtains 
not only for the relatively simple and con- 
crete symbol-referents involved above, but 
also for the more generalized “categories of 
understanding” and for the cultural tradition 
as a whole. 

In an essay he wrote in collaboration with 
Mauss, “De quelques formes primitives de 
classification,” Durkheim traces the inter- 
connections between the ideas of space and 
the territorial distribution of the Australian 
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aborigines, the Zuni of the Pueblo area and 
the Sioux of the Great Plains. This inter- 
meshing of what he called the collective 
representations with the social morphology 
of a particular society is clearly another 
aspect of the same directness of relationship 
between symbol and referent. Just as the 
more concrete part of a vocabulary reflects 
the dominant interests of the society, so the 
more abstract categories are often closely 
linked to the accepted terminology for prag- 
matic pursuits. Among the LoDagaa of 
Northern Ghana, days are reckoned accord- 
ing to the incidence of neighboring markets; 
the very word for day and market is the 
same, and the “weekly” cycle is a six-day 
revolution of the most important markets in 
the vicinity, a cycle which also defines the 
spatial range of everyday activities. 

The way in which these various institu- 
tions in an oral culture are kept in relatively 
close accommodation one to another surely 
bears directly on the question of the central 
difference between literate and non-literate 
societies. As we have remarked, the whole 
content of the social tradition, apart from 
the material inheritances, is held in memory. 
The social aspects of remembering have been 
emphasised by sociologists and psycholo- 
gists, in particular Maurice Halbwachs." 
What the individual remembers tends to be 
what is of critical importance in his experi- 
ence of the main social relationships. In each 
generation, therefore, the individual memory 
will mediate the cultural heritage in such a 
way that its new constituents will adjust to 
the old by the process of interpretation that 
Bartlett calls “rationalizing” or the "effort 
after meaning"; and whatever parts of it 
have ceased to be of contemporary relevance 
are likely to be eliminated by the process of 
forgetting. 

The social function of memory—and of 
forgetting—can thus be seen as the final stage 
of what may be called the homeostatic 
organisation of the cultural tradition in non- 
literate society. The language is developed in 
intimate association with the experience of 
the community, and it is learned by the 
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individual in face-to-face contact with the 
other members. What continues to be of social 
relevance is stored in the memory while the 
rest is usually forgotten: and language— 
primarily — vocabulary—is the effective 
medium of this crucial process of social 
digestion and elimination which may be 
regarded as analogous to the homeostatic 
organisation of the human body by means of 
which it attempts to maintain its present 
condition of life. 

In drawing attention to the importance of 
these assimilating mechanisms in non-literate 
societies, we are denying neither the occur- 
rence of social change, nor yet the "survi- 
vals" which it leaves in its wake. Nor do we 
overlook the existence of mnemonic devices 
in oral cultures which offer some resistance 
to the interpretative process. Formalised 
patterns of speech, recital under ritual condi- 
tions, the use of drums and other musical 
instruments, the employment of professional 
remembrancers—all such factors may shield 
at least part of the content of memory from 
the transmuting influence of the immediate 
pressures of the present. The Homeric epics, 
for instance, seem to have been written 
down during the first century of Greek 
literature between 750 and 650 B.C., but 
“they look to a departed era, and their sub- 
stance is unmistakably old."* 

With these qualifications, however, it 
seems correct to characterize the transmis- 
sion of the cultural tradition in oral societies 
as homeostatic in view of the way in which 
its emphasis differs from that in literate 
societies. The description offered has, of 
course, been extremely abstract; but a few 
illustrative examples in one important area— 
that of how the tribal past is digested into 
the communal orientation of the present— 
may serve to make it clearer. 

Like the Bedouin Arabs and the Hebrews 
of the Old Testament, the Tiv people of 
Nigeria give long genealogies of their fore- 
bears which in this case stretch some twelve 
generations in depth back to an eponymous 
founding ancestor? Neither these geneal- 
ogies, nor the Biblical lists of the descen- 
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dants of Adam, were remembered purely as 
feats of memory. They served as mnemonics 
for systems of social relations. When on his 
deathbed Jacob delivered prophecies about 
the future of his twelve sons, he spoke of 
them as the twelve tribes or nations of Israel. 
It would seem from the account in Genesis 
that the genealogical tables here refer to 
contemporary groups rather than to dead 
individuals; the tables presumably serve to 
regulate social relations among the twelve 
tribes of Israel in a manner similar to that 
which has been well analysed in Evans- 
Pritchard’s work on the Nuer of the South- 
ern Sudan and in Fortes’ account of the 
Tallensi of Northern Ghana." 

Early British administrators among the 
Tiv of Nigeria were aware of the great impor- 
tance attached to these genealogies, which 
were continually discussed in court cases 
where the rights and duties of one man 
towards another were in dispute. Conse- 
quently they took the trouble to write down 
the long lists of names and preserve them for 
posterity, so that future administrators 
might refer to them in giving judgment. 
Forty years later, when the Bohannans саг- 
ried out anthropological field work in the 
area, their successors were still using the 
same genealogies. However, these written 
pedigrees now gave rise to many disagree- 
ments; the Tiv maintained that they were 
incorrect, while the officials regarded them 
as statements of fact, as records of what had 
actually happened, and could not agree that 
the unlettered indigenes could be better 
informed about the past than their own 
literate predecessors. What neither party 
realised was that in any society of this kind 
changes take place which require a constant 
readjustment in the genealogies if they are to 
continue to carry out their function as 
mnemonics of social relationships. 

These changes are of several kinds: those 
arising from the turnover in personnel, from 
the process of “birth and copulation and 
death”; those connected with the rearrange- 
ment of the constituent units of the society, 
with the migration of one group and the 
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fission of another; and lastly those resulting 
from the effects of changes in the social 
system itself, whether generated from within 
or initiated from without. Each of these 
three processes (which we may refer to for 
convenience as the processes of generational, 
organisational and structural change) could 
lead to alterations of the kind to which the 
administration objected. 

It is obvious that the process of genera- 
tion leads in itself to a constant lengthening 
of the genealogy; on the other hand, the 
population to which it is linked may in fact 
be growing at quite a different rate, perhaps 
simply replacing itself. So despite its increas- 
ing length the genealogy may have to refer 
to just as many people at the present time as 
it did fifty, a hundred, or perhaps two 
hundred years ago. Consequently the added 
depth of lineages caused by new births needs 
to be accompanied by a process of genealogi- 
cal shrinkage; the occurrence of this tele- 
scoping process, a common example of the 
general social phenomenon which J. A. 
Barnes has felicitously termed “structural 
amnesia,” has been attested in many soci- 
eties, including all those mentioned above.’ 

Organisational changes lead to similar 
adjustments. The state of Gonja in Northern 
Ghana is divided into a number of divisional 
chiefdoms, certain of which are recognised 
as providing in turn the ruler of the whole 
nation. When asked to explain their system 
the Gonja recount how the founder of the 
state, Ndewura Jakpa, came down from the 
Niger Bend in search of gold, conquered the 
indigenous inhabitants of the area and 
enthroned himself as chief of the state and 
his sons as rulers of its territorial divisions. 
At his death the divisional chiefs succeeded 
to the paramountcy in turn. When the 
details of this story were first recorded at 
the turn of the present century, at the time 
the British were extending their control over 
the area, Jakpa was said to have begotten 
seven sons, this corresponding to the number 
of divisions whose heads were eligible for the 
supreme office by virtue of their descent 
from the founder of the particular chiefdom. 
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But at the same time as the British had 
arrived, two of the seven divisions disap- 
peared, one being deliberately incorporated 
in a neighboring division because its rulers 
had supported a Mandingo invader, Samori, 
and another because of some boundary 
changes introduced by the British adminis- 
tration. Sixty years later, when the myths of 
state were again recorded, Jakpa was 
credited with only five sons and no mention 
was made of the founders of the two divi- 
sions which had since disappeared from the 
political map.'^ 

These two instances from the Tiv and the 
Gonja emphasise that genealogies often serve 
the same function that Malinowski claimed 
for myth; they act as “charters” of present 
social institutions rather than as faithful 
historical records of times past.5 They сап 
do this more consistently because they 
operate within an oral rather than a written 
tradition and thus tend to be automatically 
adjusted to existing social relations as they 
are passed by word of mouth from one 
member of the society to another. The social 
element in remembering results in the 
genealogies being transmuted in the course 
of being transmitted; and a similar process 
takes place with regard to other cultural 
elements as well, to myths, for example, and 
to sacred lore in general. Deities and other 
supernatural agencies which have served 
their purpose can be quietly dropped from 
the contemporary pantheon; and as the 
society changes, myths too are forgotten, 
attributed to other personages, or trans- 
formed in their meaning. 

One of the most important results of this 
homeostatic tendency is that the individual 
has little perception of the past except in 
terms of the present; whereas the annals of a 
literate society cannot but enforce a more 
objective recognition of the distinction 
between what was and what is. Franz Boas 
wrote that for the Eskimo the world has 
always been as it is now:'® it seems proba- 
ble, at least, that the form in which non- 
literate societies conceive the world of the 
past is itself influenced by the process of 
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transmission described. The Tiv have their 
genealogies, others their sacred tales about 
the origin of the world and the way in which 
man acquired his culture. But all their con- 
ceptualisations of the past cannot help being 
governed by the concerns of the present, 
merely because there is no body of chrono- 
logically ordered statements to which refer- 
ence can be made. The Tiv do not recognise 
any contradiction between what they say 
now and what they said fifty years ago, since 
no enduring records exist for them to set 
beside their present views. Myth and history 
merge into one: the elements in the cultural 
heritage which cease to have a contemporary 
relevance tend to be soon forgotten or trans- 
formed; and as the individuals of each gener- 
ation acquire their vocabulary, their 
genealogies, and their myths, they are 
unaware that various words, proper-names 
and stories have dropped out, or that others 
have changed their meanings or been re- 
placed. 


Il. KINDS OF WRITING AND THEIR 
SOCIAL EFFECTS 


The pastness of the past, then, depends upon 
a historical sensibility which can hardly 
begin to operate without permanent written 
records; and writing introduces similar 
changes in the transmission of other items of 
the cultural repertoire. But the extent of 
these changes varies with the nature and 
social distribution of the writing system; 
varies, that is, according to the system’s 
intrinsic efficacy as a means of communica- 
tion, and according to the social constraints 
placed upon it, that is, the degree to which 
use of the system is diffused through the 
society. 

Early in prehistory, man began to express 
himself in graphic form; and his cave paint- 
ings, rock engravings and wood carvings are 
morphologically, and presumably sequen- 
tially, the forerunners of writing. By some 
process of simplification and stylisation they 
appear to have led to the various kinds of 
Pictographs found in simple societies." 
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While pictographs themselves are almost uni- 
versal, their development into a sel f-suffi- 
cient system capable of extended discourse 
occurs only among the Plains Indians.'* 

Pictographs have obvious disadvantages as 
means of communication. For one thing a 
vast number of signs is needed to represent 
all the important objects in the culture. For 
another, since the signs are concrete, the 
simplest sentence requires an extremely 
elaborate series of signs: many stylised repre- 
sentations of wigwams, footprints, totemic 
animals and so on are required just to con- 
yey the information that a particular man 
left there a few days ago. Finally, however 
elaborately the system is developed, only a 
limited number of things can be said. 

The end of the fourth millennium saw the 
early stages of the development of more 
complex forms of writing, which seem to be 
an essential factor in the rise of the urban 
cultures of the Orient. The majority of signs 
in these systems were simply pictures of the 
outside world, standardised representations 
of the object signified by a particular word; 
to these were added other devices for creat- 
ing word signs or logograms, which per- 
mitted the expression of wider ranges of 
meaning. Thus in Egyptian hieroglyphics, 
the picture of a beetle was a code sign not 
only for that insect but also for a discon- 
tinuous and more abstract referent “be- 
сате”! 

The basic invention used to supplement 
the logograms was the phonetic principle, 
which for the first time permitted the writ- 
ten expression of all the words of a language. 
For example, by the device of phonetic 
transfer the Sumerians could use the sign for 
ti, an arrow, to stand for ti, life, a concept 
not easy to express in pictographic form. In 
particular, the need to record personal 
names and foreign words encouraged the 
ори of phonetic elements in writ- 

g. 

But while these true writing systems all 
used phonetic devices for the construction 
of logograms (and have consequently been 
Spoken of as word-syllabic systems of writ- 
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ing), they failed to carry through the appli- 
cation of the phonetic principle exclusively 
and systematically. The achievement of a 
system completely based upon the represen- 
tation of phonemes (the basic units of 
meaningful sound) was left to the Near East- 
em syllabaries, which developed between 
1500—1000 B.C., and finally to the introduc- 
tion of the alphabet proper in Greece. Mean- 
while these incompletely phonetic systems 
were too clumsy and complicated to foster 
widespread literacy, if only because the 
number of signs was very large; at least six 
hundred would have to be learned even for 
the simplified cuneiform developed in 
Assyria, and about the same for Egyptian 
hieroglyphs.” АП these ancient civilisations, 
the Sumerian, Egyptian, Hittite and Chinese, 
were literate in one sense and their great 
advances in administration and technology 
were undoubtedly connected with the inven- 
tion of a writing system; but when we think 
of the limitations of their systems of com- 
munication as compared with ours, the term 
“protoliterate,” ог even “oligoliterate,” 
might be more descriptive in suggesting the 
restriction of literacy to a relatively small 
proportion of the total population.?? 

Any system of writing which makes the 
sign stand directly for the object must be 
extremely complex. It can extend its vocab- 
ulary by generalisation or association of 
ideas, that is, by making the sign stand either 
for a more general class of objects, or for 
other referents connected with the original 
picture by an association of meanings which 
may be related to one another either in a 
continuous or in a discontinuous manner. 
Either process of semantic extension is to 
some extent arbitrary or esoteric; and as a 
result the interpretation of these signs is 
neither easy nor explicit. One might perhaps 
guess that the Chinese sign for a man carries 
the general meaning of maleness; it would be 
more difficult to see that a conventionalised 
picture of a man and a broom is the sign for 
a woman; it’s a pleasing fancy, no doubt, but 
not one which communicates very readily 
until it has been learned as a new character, 
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as а separate sign for a separate word, as a 
logogram. In Chinese writing a minimum of 
3000 such characters have to be learned be- 
fore one can be reasonably literate;? and 
with a total repertoire of some 50,000 char- 
acters to be mastered, it normally takes 
about twenty years to reach full literate pro- 
ficiency. China, therefore, stands as an ex- 
treme example of how, when a virtually non- 
phonetic system of writing becomes suffi- 
ciently developed to express a large number 
of meanings explicitly, only a small and 
specially trained professional group in the 
total society can master it, and partake of 
the literate culture. 

Although systems of word signs are cer- 
tainly easier to learn, many difficulties 
remain, even when these signs are supple- 
mented by phonemic devices of a syllabic 
sort. Other features of the social system are 
no doubt responsible for the way that the 
writing systems developed as they did: but it 
is a striking fact that—for whatever ultimate 
causes—in Egypt and Mesopotamia, as in 
China, a literate elite of religious, administra- 
tive and commercial experts emerged and 
maintained itself as a centralised governing 
bureaucracy on rather similar lines. Their 
various social and intellectual achievements 
were, of course, enormous; but as regards 
the participation of the society as a whole in 
the written culture, a wide gap existed 
between the esoteric literate culture and the 
exoteric oral one, a gap which the literate 
were interested in maintaining. Among the 
Sumerians and Akkadians writing was the 
pursuit of scribes and preserved as a “mys- 
tery," a "secret treasure." Royalty were 
themselves illiterate; Ashurbanipal (668—626 
B.C.) records that he was the first Baby- 
lonian king to master the "clerkly skill." ? 
“Put writing in your heart that you may 
protect yourself from hard labour of any 
kind," writes an Egyptian of the New King- 
dom: "The scribe is released from manual 
tasks; it is he who commands."5 Signifi- 
cantly, the classical age of Babylonian cul- 
ture, beginning under Hammurabi in the late 
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eighteenth century B.C., appears to have 
coincided with a period when the reading 
and writing of Akkadian cuneiform was not 
confined to a small group, nor to one nation; 
it was then that nearly all the extant litera- 
ture was written down, and that the active 
state of commerce and administration pro- 
duced a vast quantity of public and private 
correspondence, of which much has sur- 
vived. 

These imperfectly phonetic methods of 
writing survived with little change for many 
centuries; so too did the cultures of which 
they were part." The existence of an elite 
group, which followed from the difficulty of 
the writing system, and whose continued 
influence depended on the maintenance of 
the present social order, must have been a 
powerfully conservative force, especially 
when it consisted of ritual specialists? and 
so, it may be surmised, was the nature of the 
writing system itself. For pictographic and 
logographic systems are alike in their ten- 
dency to reify the objects of the natural and 
social order; by so doing they register, 
record, make permanent the existing social 
and ideological picture. Such, for example, 
was the tendency of the most highly devel- 
oped and longest-lived ancient writing sys- 
tem, that of Egypt, whose society has been 
described with picturesque exaggeration as 
“a nation of fellahin ruled with a rod of iron 
by a Society of Antiquaries.” 

This conservative or antiquarian bias can 
perhaps be best appreciated by contrasting it 
with fully phonetic writing; for phonetic 
writing, by imitating human discourse, is in 
fact symbolising, not the objects of the 
social and natural order, but the very process 
of human interaction in speech: the verb is 
as easy to express as the noun; and the 
written vocabulary can be easily and un- 
ambiguously expanded. Phonetic systems are 
therefore adapted to expressing every 
nuance of individual thought, to recording 
personal reactions as well as items of major 
social importance. Non-phonetic writing, on 
the other hand, tends rather to record and 
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reify only those items in the cultural reper- 
toire which the literate specialists have 
selected for written expression; and it tends 
to express the collective attitude towards 
them. 

The notion of representing a sound by a 
graphic symbol is itself so stupefying a leap 
of the imagination that what is remarkable is 
not so much that it happened relatively late 
in human history, but rather that it ever 
happened at all. For a long time, however, 
these phonetic inventions had a limited 
effect because they were only partially 
exploited: not only were logograms and 
pictograms retained, but a variety of phono- 
grams were used to express the same sound. 
The full explicitness and economy of a 
phonetic writing system “as easy as A В e? 
was therefore likely to arise only in less 
advanced societies on the fringes of Egypt or 
Mesopotamia, societies which were starting 
their writing system more or less from 
scratch, and which took over the idea of 
phonetic signs from adjoining countries, and 
used them exclusively to fit their own lan- 
guage.? These phonetic signs could, of 
course, be used to stand for any unit of 
speech, and thus developed either into 
syllabaries or into alphabets. In a few cases, 
such as Japanese, the particular nature of the 
language made it possible to construct a rela- 
tively simple and efficient syllabary; but as 
regards the great majority of languages the 
alphabet, with its signs for individual conso- 
nants and vowels, proved a much more 
economical and convenient instrument for 
representing sounds. For the syllabaries, 
while making writing easier, were still far 
from simple;? they were often combined 
with logograms and pictographs.! And 
whether by necessity or tradition or both, 
pre-alphabetic writing was still mainly 
restricted to elite groups. The Mycenean 
Script disappeared completely after the 12th 
century B.C., a fact which was possible 
because of the very restricted uses of literacy 
and the close connection between writing 
and palace administration.” It is doubtful 
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whether any such loss could have occurred 
in Greece after the introduction of a com- 
plete alphabetic script, probably in the 
eighth century B.C. 

The alphabet is almost certainly the 
supreme example of cultural diffusion:?? all 
existing or recorded alphabets derive from 
Semitic syllabaries developed during the 
second millennium. Eventually there arose 
the enormous simplification of the Semitic 
writing system, with its mere twenty-two 
letters; and then only one further step re- 
mained: the Greek script, which is, of 
course, much closer than the Semitic to the 
Roman alphabet, took certain of the Semitic 
signs for consonants which the Greek lan- 
guage didn't need, and used them for vowels, 
which the Semitic syllabary did not repre- 
sent. The directness of our inheritance 
from these two sources is suggested by the 
fact that our word "alphabet" is the latin- 
ized form of the first two letters of the 
Greek alphabet, "alpha," derived from the 
Semitic “aleph,” and “beta,” from the Semi- 
tic "beth." 

The reason for the success of the alpha- 
bet, which David Diringer calls a “demo- 
cratic” script as opposed to the “theocratic” 
scripts of Egypt, is itself based on the fact 
that, uniquely among writing systems, its 
graphic signs are representations of the most 
extreme and most universal example of cul- 
tural selection—the basic phonemic system. 
The number of sounds which the human 
breath stream can produce is vast; but nearly 
all languages are based on the formal recog- 
nition by the society of only forty or so of 
these sounds. The success of the alphabet (as 
well as some of its incidental difficulties) 
comes from the fact that its system of 
graphic representation takes advantage of 
this socially-conventionalized pattern of 
sound in all language systems; by symboliz- 
ing in letters these selected phonemic units 
the alphabet makes it possible to write easily 
and read unambiguously about anything 
which the society can talk about. 

The historical picture of the cultural 
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impact of the new alphabetic writing is not 
altogether clear. As regards the Semitic 
system, which was widely adopted else- 
where, the evidence suggests that—in part 
perhaps because of the intrinsic difficulties 
of the system, but mainly because of the 
established cultural features of the societies 
which adopted it—the social diffusion of 
writing was slow. There was, for one thing, a 
strong tendency for writing to be used as a 
help to memory rather than as an autono- 
mous and independent mode of communica- 
tion; and under such conditions its influence 
tended towards the consolidation of the 
existing cultural tradition. This certainly 
appears to be true of India and Palestine. ** 
Gandz notes, for example, that Hebrew cul- 
ture continued to be transmitted orally long 
after the Old Testament had begun to be 
written down. As he puts it, the introduc- 
tion of writing: 

did not at once change the habits of the 
people and displace the old method of oral 
tradition, We must always distinguish be- 
tween the first introduction of writing and 
its general diffusion. It often takes several 
centuries, and sometimes even a millennium 
or more, until this invention becomes the 
common property of the people at large. In 
the beginning, the written book is not 
intended for practical use at all. It is a divine 
instrument, placed in the temple “by the 
side of the ark of the covenant that it may 
be there for a witness” (Deuteronomy, xxxi, 
26), and remains there as a holy relic. For 
the people at large, oral instruction still 
remained the only way of learning, and the 
memory—the only means of preservation. 
Writing was practiced, if at all, only as an 
additional support for the memory .. . 


It was not, in fact, until some six centuries 
after the original Hebrew adoption of the 
Semitic writing system that, at the time of 
Ezra (са. 444 B.C.), an official “generally 
recognized text" of the Torah was pub- 
lished, and the body of the religious tradi- 
tion ceased to be "practically ...а sealed 
book" and became accessible to anyone who 
chose to study it.*° 
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Even so, of course, as the frequent dia- 
tribes against the scribes in the Gospels 
remind us," there remained a considerable 
gap between the literati and the laymen; the 
professionals who plied their trade in the 
marketplace belonged to “families of 
scribes," perhaps organized as guilds, within 
which the mystery was handed down from 
father to son.*® 

Anything like popular literacy, or the use 
of writing as an autonomous mode of com- 
munication by the majority of the members 
of society, is not found in the earliest soci- 
eties which used the Semitic writing system; 
it was, rather, in the sixth and fifth centuries 
B.C. in the city states of Greece and Ionia 
that there first arose a society which as a 
whole could justly be characterized as liter- 
ate. Many of the reasons why literacy 
became widespread in Greece, but not in 
other societies which had Semitic, or indeed 
any other, simple and explicit writing sys- 
tems, necessarily lie outside the scope of this 
essay; yet considerable importance must 
surely be attributed to the intrinsic advan- 
tages of the Greek adaptation of the Semitic 
alphabet, an adaptation which made it the 
first comprehensively and exclusively 
phonetic system for transcribing human 
speech.*? The system was easy, explicit and 
unambiguous—more so than the Semitic 
where the lack of vowels is responsible for 
many of the cruxes in the Bible: for in- 
stance, since the consonant in the Hebrew 
words is the same, Elijah may have been fed 
by "Ravens" or “Arabs.”*° Its great advan- 
tage over the syllabaries lay in the reduction 
of the number of signs and in the ability to 
specify consonant and vowel clusters. The 
system was easy to learn: Plato sets aside 
three years for the process in the Laws, it 
about the time taken in our schools today; 
and the much greater speed with which 
alphabetic writing can be learned is shown, 
not only by such reports as those of the 
International Institute of Intellectual 
Cooperation in 1934,42 but also by the 
increasing adoption of the Roman script, 
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and even more widely of alphabetic systems 
of writing, throughout the world. 

The extensive diffusion of the alphabet in 
Greece was also materially assisted by vari- 
ous social, economic and technological 
factors. In the first place the 8th century 
saw a great burst of economic activity fol- 
lowing the revival of the eastern trade which 
had declined after the Mycenean collapse in 
the 12th century.? Secondly, while the 
Greek society of the period had, of course, 
its various social strata, the political system 
was not strongly centralized; especially in 
the Ionic settlements there appears to have 
been a good deal of flexibility and in them 
we discern the beginnings of the Greek city 
state. Thirdly, the increased contact with the 
East brought material prosperity and techno- 
logical advance. The wider use of iron, the 
advent of the true Iron Age, was perhaps one 
of the results.“4 More closely connected 
with literacy was the fact that trade with 
Egypt led to the importation of papyrus; 
and this made writing itself easier and less 
expensive, both for the individual writer and 
for the reader who wanted to buy books: 
papyrus was obviously much cheaper than 
parchment made from skins, more perma- 
nent than wax tablets, easier to handle than 
the stone or clay of Mesopotamia and 
Mycenae. 

The chronology and extent of the diffu- 
sion of literacy in Greece remains a matter 
of debate, With the Mycenean collapse in the 
12th century, writing disappeared; the earli- 
est Greek inscriptions in the modified 
Semitic alphabet occur in the last two 
decades of the 8th century? Recent 
authorities suggest the new script was 
adopted and transformed about the middle 
of the 8th century in Northern Syria.'^ The 
extensive use of writing probably came only 
Slowly in the 7th century, but when it even- 
tually came it seems to have been used in a 
very wide range of activities, intellectual as 
well as economic, and by a wide range of 
people.*7 

It must be remembered, of course, that 


465 


Greek writing throughout the classical 
period was still relatively difficult to deci- 
pher, as words were not regularly sepa- 
rated:*® that the copying of manuscripts 
was a long and laborious process; and that 
silent reading as we know it was very rare 
until the advent of printing—in the ancient 
world books were used mainly for reading 
aloud, often by a slave. Nevertheless, from 
the sixth century onwards literacy seems to 
be increasingly presumed in the public life of 
Greece and Ionia. In Athens, for example, 
the first laws for the general public to read 
were set up by Solon in 593-4 B.C.; the 
institution of ostracism early in the fifth 
century assumes a literate citizen body— 
6,000 citizens had to write the name of the 
person on their potsherds before he could be 
banished:*? there is abundant evidence in 
the fifth century of a system of schools 
teaching reading and writing?! and of a 
book-reading public—satirized already by 
Aristophanes in The Frogs?! while the final 
form of the Greek alphabet, which was 
established fairly late in the fifth century, 
was finally adopted for use in the official 
records of Athens by decree of the Archon 
Eucleides in 403 B.C. 


Ill. ALPHABETIC CULTURE AND GREEK 
THOUGHT 


The rise of Greek civilization, then, is the 
prime historical example of the transition to 
a really literate society. In all subsequent 
cases where a widespread introduction of an 
alphabetic script occurred, as in Rome, for 
example, other cultural features were in- 
evitably imported from the loan country 
along with the writing system; Greece thus 
offers not only the first example of this 
change, but also the essential one for any 
attempt to isolate the cultural consequences 
of alphabetic literacy. 

The fragmentary and ambiguous nature 
of our direct evidence about this historical 
transformation in Greek civilization means 
that any generalizations must be extremely 
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tentative and hypothetical; but the fact that 
the essential basis both of the writing 
systems and of many characteristic cultural 
institutions of the Western tradition as a 
whole are derived from Greece, and that 
they both arose there simultaneously, would 
seem to justify the present attempt to out- 
line the possible relationships between the 
writing system and those cultural innova- 
tions of early Greece which are common to 
all alphabetically-literate societies. 

The early development of the distinctive 
features of Western thought is usually traced 
back to the radical innovations of the pre- 
Socratic philosophers of the sixth century 
B.C. The essence of their intellectual revolu- 
tion is seen as a change from mythical to 
logico-empirical modes of thought. Such, 
broadly speaking, is Werner Jaeger’s view; 
and Ernst Cassirer writes that “the history of 
philosophy as a scientific discipline may be 
regarded as a single continuous struggle to 
effect a separation and liberation from 
myth."5? 

To this general picture there are two 
kinds of theoretical objection. First, that the 
crucial intellectual innovations—in Cassirer 
as in Werner Jaeger—are in the last analysis 
attributed to the special mental endowments 
of the Greek people; and insofar as such 
terms as "the Greek Mind" or "genius" are 
not simply descriptive, they are logically 
dependent upon extremely questionable 
theories of man's nature and culture. Sec- 
ondly, such a version of the transformation 
from “unphilosophical” to “philosophical” 
thought assumes an absolute—and unten- 
able—dichotomy between the “mythical” 
thought of primitives and the “logico- 
empirical” thought of civilized man. 

The dichotomy, of course, is itself very 
similar to Lévy-Bruhl’s earlier theory of the 
“prelogical”” mentality of primitive peoples, 
which has been widely criticised. Malinowski 
and many others have demonstrated the 
empirical elements in nonditerate cul- 
tures,? and Evans-Pritchard has carefully 
analyzed the “logical” nature of the belief 
systems of the Azande of the Sudan;* 
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while on the other hand the illogical and 
mythical nature of much Western thought 
and behavior is evident to anyone contem- 
plating either our past or our present. 
Nevertheless, although we must reject any 
dichotomy based upon the assumption of 
radical differences between the mental attri- 
butes of literate and non-literate peoples, 
and accept the view that previous formula- 
tions of the distinction were based on faulty 
premises and inadequate evidence, there may 
still exist general differences between literate 
and non-literate societies somewhat along 
the lines suggested by Lévy-Bruhl. One 
reason for their existence, for instance, may 
be what has been described above: the fact 
that writing establishes a different kind of 
relationship between the word and its refer- 
ent, a relationship that is more general and 
more abstract, and less closely connected 
with the particularities of person, place and 
time, than obtains in oral communication. 
There is certainly a good deal to substantiate 
this distinction in what we know of early 
Greek thought. To take, for instance, the 
categories of Cassirer and Werner Jaeger, it is 
surely significant that it was only in the days 
of the first widespread alphabetic culture 
that the idea of "logic"—of an immutable 
and impersonal mode of discourse—appears 
to have arisen; and it was also only then that 
the sense of the human past as an objective 
reality was formally developed, a process in 
which the distinction between “myth” and 
“history” took on decisive importance. 


a. Myth and History 


Non-literate peoples, of course, often make а 
distinction between the lighter folk-tale, the 
graver myth, and the quasi-historical 
legend.55 But not so insistently, and for an 
obvious reason. As long as the legendary and 
doctrinal aspects of the cultural tradition are 
mediated orally, they are kept in relative 
harmony with each other and with the 
present needs of society in two ways; 
through the unconscious operations of 
memory, and through the adjustment of the 
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reciter's terms and attitudes to those of the 
audience before him. There is evidence, for 
example, that such adaptations and omis- 
sions occurred in the oral transmission of the 
Greek cultural tradition. But once the poems 
of Homer and Hesiod, which contained 
much of the earlier history, religion and 
cosmology of the Greeks, had been written 
down, succeeding generations were faced 
with old distinctions in sharply aggravated 
form: how far was the information about 
their Gods and heroes literally true? how 
could its patent inconsistencies be ex- 
plained? and how could the beliefs and atti- 
tudes implied be brought into line with 
those of the present? 

The disappearance of so many early 
Greek writings, and the difficulties of dating 
and composition in many that survive, make 
anything like a clear reconstruction impos- 
sible. Greek had of course been written, in a 
very limited way, during Mycenean times. At 
about 1200 writing disappeared and the 
alphabet was not developed until some four 
hundred years later. Most scholars agree that 
in the middle or late eighth century the 
Greeks adapted the purely consonantal sys- 
tem of Phoenicia, possibly at the trading 
port of al Mina (Poseidon?). Much of the 
early writing consisted of “explanatory 
inscriptions on existing objects—dedications 
on offerings, personal names on property, 
epitaphs on tombs, names of figures in draw- 
ings."56 The Homeric poems were written 
down between 750 and 650 B.C., and the 
seventh century saw first the recording of 
lyric verse and then (at the end) the emer- 
gence of the great Ionian school of scientist 
philosophers." Thus within a century or 
two of the writing down of the Homeric 
poems, many groups of writers and teachers 
appeared, first in lonia and later in Greece, 
Who took as their point of departure the 
belief that much of what Homer had appar- 
ently said was inconsistent and unsatisfac- 
tory in many respects. The logographers, 
who set themselves to record the geneal- 
ogies, chronologies and cosmologies which 
had been handed down orally from the past, 
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soon found that the task led them to use 
their critical and rational powers to create a 
new individual synthesis. In non-literate 
society, of course, there are usually some 
individuals whose interests lead them to col- 
lect, analyse and interpret the cultural tradi- 
tion in a personal way; and the written 
records suggest that this process went 
considerably further among the literate elites 
of Egypt, Babylon and China, for example. 
But perhaps because in Greece reading and 
writing were less restricted to any particular 
priestly or administrative groups, there 
seems to have been a more thorough-going 
individual challenge to the orthodox cultural 
tradition іп sixth-century Greece than 
occurred elsewhere. Hecataeus, for example, 
proclaimed at about the turn of the century, 
“What I write is the account I believe to be 
true. For the stories the Greeks tell are many 
and in my opinion ridiculous,’** and 
offered his own rationalizations of the data 
on family traditions and lineages which he 
had collected. Already the mythological 
mode of using the past, the mode which, in 
Sorel’s words, makes it “а means of acting 
on the present,”*? has begun to disappear. 

That this trend of thought had much 
larger implications can be seen from the fact 
that the beginnings of religious and natural 
philosophy are connected with similar criti- 
cal departures from the inherited traditions 
of the past; as W.B. Yeats wrote, with 
another tradition in mind, “Science is the 
critique of myths, there would be no Darwin 
had there been no Book of Genesis.” ® 
Among the early pre-Socratics there is much 
evidence of the close connection between 
new ideas and the criticism of the old. Thus 
Xenophanes of Colophon (fl. ca. 540 B.C.) 
rejected the “fables of men of old,” and 
replaced the anthropomorphic gods of 
Homer and Hesiod who did everything that 
is disgraceful and blameworthy among men” 
with a supreme god, “not at all like mortals 
in body and mind"; while Heraclitus of 
Ephesus (fl. са. 500 B.C), the first great 
philosopher of the problems of knowledge, 
whose system is based on the unity of oppo- 


468 


sites expressed in the Logos or structural 
plan of things, also ridiculed the anthropo- 
morphism and idolatry of the Olympian reli- 
gion. 

The critical and sceptical process con- 
tinued, and according to Cornford, “a great 
part of the supreme god’s biography had to 
be frankly rejected as false, or reinterpreted 
as allegory, or contemplated with reserve as 
mysterious myth too dark for human under- 
standing."? On the one hand the poets 
continued to use the traditional legends for 
their poems and plays; on the other the 
prose writers attempted to wrestle with the 
problems with which the changes in the cul- 
tural tradition had faced them. Even the 
poets, however, had a different attitude to 
their material. Pindar, for example, used 
mythos in the sense of traditional stories, 
with the implication that they were not 
literally true; but claimed that his own 
poems had nothing in common with the 
fables of the past. As for the prose 
writers, and indeed some of the poets, they 
had set out to replace myth with something 
else more consistent, with their sense of the 
logos, of the common and all-encompassing 
truth which reconciles apparent contradic- 
tions. ' 

From the point of view of the transmis- 
sion of the cultural tradition, the categories 
of understanding connected with the dimen- 
sions of time and space have a particular 
importance. As regards an objective descrip- 
tion of space, Anaximander (b. 610 B.C.) 
and Hecataeus (fl. са. 510-490), making use 
of Babylonian and Egyptian techniques, 
drew the first maps of the world.55 Then 
their crude beginnings were subject to a long 
process of criticism and correction—by 
Herodotus and others; and from this 
emerged the more scientific cartography of 
Aristotle, Eratosthenes and their suc- 
cessors. 9" 

The development of history appears to 
have followed a rather similar course, al- 
though the actual details of the process are 
subject to much controversy. The traditional 
view gave priority to local histories which 
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were followed by the more universal 
accounts of Herodotus and Thucydides. 
Dionysius of Halicarnasus writes of the 
predecessors of these historians who “in- 
stead of co-ordinating their accounts with 
each other... treated of individual peoples 
and cities separately... They all had the 
one same object, to bring to the general 
knowledge of the public the written records 
that they found preserved in temples or in 
secular buildings in the form in which they 
found them, neither adding nor taking away 
anything; among these records were to be 
found legends hallowed by the passage of 
time . . 766 

Jacoby however has insisted “the whole 
idea is wrong that Greek historiography 
began with local history."9? As far as 
Athens is concerned, history begins with the 
foreigner Herodotus who, not long after the 
middle of the fifth century, incorporated 
parts of the story of the town in his work 
because he wanted to explain the role it 
played in the great conflict between East 
and West, between Europe and Asia. The 
aim of Herodotus’ History was to discover 
what the Greeks and Persians “fought each 
other for”; and his method was historia— 
personal inquiry or research into the most 
probable versions of events as they were to 
be found in various sources. His work rested 
on oral tradition and consequently his writ- 
ings retained many mythological elements. 
So too did the work of the logographer, 
Hellanicus of Lesbos, who at the end of the 
fifth century wrote the first history of 
Attica from 683 to the end of the Pelopon- 
nesian war in 404. Hellanicus also tried to 
reconstruct the genealogies of the Homeric 
heroes, both backwards to the Gods and 
forwards to the Greece of his own time; and 
this inevitably involved chronology, the 
objective measurement of time. All he could 
do, however, was to rationalize and systema- 
tize largely legendary materials.” The devel- 
opment of history as a documented and 
analytic account of the past and present of 
the society in permanent written form took 
an important step forward with Thucydides, 
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who made a decisive distinction between 
myth and history, a distinction to which 
little attention is paid in non-literate soci- 
ety.” Thucydides wanted to give a wholly 
reliable account of the wars between Athens 
and Sparta; and this meant that unverified 
assumptions about the past had to be ex- 
cluded. So Thucydides rejected, for 
example, the chronology that Hellanicus had 
worked out for the prehistory of Athens, 
and confined himself very largely to his own 
notes of the events and speeches he related, 
or to the information he sought out from 
eye-witnesses and other reliable sources. ? 

And so, not long after the widespread 
diffusion of writing throughout the Greek 
world, and the recording of the previously 
oral cultural tradition, there arose an atti- 
tude to the past very different from that 
common in non-literate societies. Instead of 
the unobtrusive adaptation of past tradition 
to present needs, a great many individuals 
found in the written records, where much of 
their traditional cultural repertoire had 
been given permanent form, so many incon- 
sistencies in the beliefs and categories of 
understanding handed down to them that 
they were impelled to a much more con- 
scious, comparative and critical, attitude to 
the accepted world picture, and notably to 
the notions of God, the universe and the 
past. Many individual solutions to these 
problems were themselves written down, and 
these versions formed the basis for further 
investigations.” 

In non-literate society, it was suggested, 
the cultural tradition functions as a series of 
interlocking face-to-face conversations in 
Which the very conditions of transmission 
Operate to favor consistency between past 
and present, and to make criticism—the 
articulation of inconsistency—less likely to 
occur; and if it does, the inconsistency 
makes a less permanent impact, and is more 
easily adjusted or forgotten. While 
Scepticism may be present in such societies, 
it takes a personal, non-cumulative form; it 
does not lead to a deliberate rejection and 
reinterpretation of social dogma so much as 
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to a semi-automatic readjustment of be- 
lief.” 

In literate society, these interlocking con- 
versations go on; but they are no longer 
man’s only dialogue; and insofar as writing 
provides an alternative source for the trans- 
mission of cultural orientations it favors 
awareness of inconsistency. One aspect of 
this is a sense of change and of cultural lag; 
another is the notion that the cultural inheri- 
tance as a whole is composed of two very 
different kinds of material; fiction, error and 
superstition on the one hand; and on the 
other, elements of truth which can provide 
the basis for some more reliable and coher- 
ent explanation of the gods, the human past 
and the physical world. . . . 


SUMMARY 


Recent anthropology has rightly rejected the 
categorical distinctions between the thinking 
of "primitive" and “civilized” peoples, 
between *mythopoeic" and “logico-empiri- 
cal" modes of thought. But the reaction has 
been pushed too far: diffuse relativism and 
sentimental egalitarianism combine to turn a , 
blind eye on some of the most basic prob- 
lems of human history. Where the intellec- 
tual differences in the cultural traditions of 
complex and simple societies are given ade- 
quate recognition, the explanations offered 
are unsatisfactory. In the case of Western 
civilization, for example, the origins are 
sought in the nature of the Greek genius, in 
the grammatical structure of the Indo- 
European languages, or, somewhat more 
plausibly, in the technological advances of 
the Bronze Age and the associated develop- 
ments in the division of labor. 

In our view, however, insufficient atten- 
tion has been paid to the fact that the urban 
revolution of the Ancient Near East pro- 
duced one invention, the invention of writ- 
ing, which changed the whole structure of 
the cultural tradition. Potentially, human 
intercourse was now no longer restricted to 
the impermanency of oral converse. But 
since the first methods of writing employed 
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were difficult to master, their effects were 
relatively limited, and it was only when the 
simplicity and flexibility of later alphabetic 
writing made widespread literacy possible 
that for the first time there began to take 
concrete shape in the Greek world of the 7th 
century B.C. a society that was essentially 
literate and that soon established many of 
the institutions that became characteristic of 
all later literate societies. 

The development of an easy system of 
writing (easy both in terms of the materials 
employed and the signs used) was more than 
a mere pre-condition of the Greek achieve- 
ment; it influenced its whole nature and 
development in fundamental ways. In oral 
societies the cultural tradition is transmitted 
almost entirely by face-to-face communica- 
tion; and changes in its content are accom- 
panied by the homeostatic process of for- 
getting or transforming those parts of the 
tradition that cease to be either necessary or 
relevant. Literate societies, on the other 
hand, cannot discard, absorb, or transmute 
the past in the same way. Instead, their 
members are faced with permanently re- 
corded versions of the past and its beliefs; 
and because the past is thus set apart from 
the present, historical enquiry becomes 
possible. This in turn encourages scepticism; 
and scepticism, not only about the legendary 
past, but about received ideas about the 
universe as a whole. From here the next step 
is to see how to build up and to test alterna- 
tive explanations: and out of this there arose 
the kind of logical, specialized, and cumula- 
tive intellectual tradition of sixth-century 
Ionia. The kinds of analysis involved in the 
syllogism, and in the other forms of logical 
procedure, are clearly dependent upon writ- 
ing, indeed upon a form of writing suffi- 
ciently simple and cursive to make possible 
widespread and habitual recourse both to 
the recording of verbal statements and then 
to the dissecting of them. It is probable that 
it is only the analytic process that writing 
itself entails, the written formalization of 
sounds and syntax, which make possible the 
habitual separating out into formally distinct 
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units of the various cultural elements whose 
indivisible wholeness is the essential basis of 
the "mystical participation" which Lévy- 
Bruhl regards as characteristic of the think- 
ing of non-literate peoples. 

One of the problems which neither Lévy- 
Bruhl nor any other advocate of a radical 
dichotomy between “primitive” and “‘civi- 
lized" thought has been able to resolve is the 
persistence of “non-logical thinking" in 
modern literate societies. But, of course, we 
must reckon with the fact that in our civili- 
zation, writing is clearly an addition, not an 
alternative, to oral transmission. Even in our 
buch und lesen culture, childrearing and a 
multitude of other forms of activity both 
within and outside the family depend upon 
speech: and the relationship between the 
written and the oral traditions must be re- 
garded as a major problem in Western cul- 
tures. 

A consideration of the consequences of 
literacy in these terms, then, throws some 
light not only upon the nature of the Greek 
achievement but also upon the intellectual 
differences between simple and complex 
societies. There are, of course, many other 
consequences we have not discussed—for 
instance, the role of writing in the running 
of centralized states and other bureaucratic 
organizations; our aim has only been to dis- 
cuss in very general terms some of the more 
significant historical and functional conse- 
quences of literacy. 
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28. Social Class, Language and Socialisation 


INTRODUCTION? 

It may be helpful to make explicit the theo- 
retical origins of the thesis І have been devel- 
oping over the past decade. Although, 
initially, the thesis appeared to be concerned 
with the problem of educability, this prob- 
lem was imbedded in and was stimulated by 
the wider question of the relationships 
between symbolic orders and social struc- 
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ture. The basic theoretical question, which 
dictated the approach to the initially narrow 
but important empirical problem, was con- 
cerned with the fundamental structure and 
changes in the structure of cultural transmis- 
sion. Indeed, any detailed examination of 
what superficially may seem to be a string of 
somewhat repetitive papers, 1 think would 
show three things: 


From Current Trends in Linguistics, Volume 12, ed. A. S. Abramson et al. (Mouton, 1973). Reprinted by 


permission. 
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1. The gradual emergence of the domi- 
nance of the major theoretical problem from 
the local, empirical problem of the social 
antecedents of the educability of different 
groups of children. 

2. Attempts to develop both the gener- 
ality of the thesis and to develop increasing 
specificity at the contextual level. 

3. Entailed in (2) were attempts to clarify 
both the logical and empirical status of the 
basic organising concept, code. Unfortu- 
nately, until recently these attempts were 
more readily seen in the planning and analy- 
sis of the empirical research than available as 
formal statements. 

Looking back with hindsight, I think I 
would have created less misunderstanding if 
I had written about sociolinguistic codes 
rather than linguistic codes. Through using 
only the latter concept it gave the impres- 
sion that I was reifying syntax and at the 
cost of semantics. Or worse, suggesting that 
there was a one to one relation between 
meaning and a given syntax. Also, by defin- 
ing the codes in a context free fashion, I 
robbed myself of properly understanding, at 
a theoretical level, their significance. 7 
should point out that nearly all the empirical 
planning was directed to trying to find out 
the code realisations in different contex ts. 

The concept of sociolinguistic code 
points to the social structuring of meanings 
and to their diverse but related contextual 
linguistic realisations, A careful reading of 
the papers always shows the emphasis given 
to the form of the social relationship, that is, 
the structuring of relevant meanings. Indeed, 
role is defined as a complex coding activity 
controlling the creation and organisation of 
specific meanings and the conditions for 
their transmission and reception. The general 
sociolinguistic thesis attempts to explore 
how symbolic systems are both realisations 
and regulators of the structure of social rela- 
tionships. The particular symbolic system is 
that of speech, not language. 

It is pertinent, at this point, to make 
explicit earlier work in the social sciences 
which formed the implicit starting point of 
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the thesis. It will then be seen, I hope, that 
the thesis is an integration of different 
streams of thought. The major starting 
points are Durkheim and Marx, and a small 
number of other thinkers have been drawn 
into the basic matrix. I shall very briefly, 
and so selectively, outline this matrix and 
some of the problems to which it gave rise. 

Durkheim's work is a truly magnificent 
insight into the relationships between sym- 
bolic orders, social relationships and the 
structuring of experience. In a sense, if Marx 
turned Hegel on his head, then Durkheim 
attempted to turn Kant on his head. For in 
Primitive classification and in The elemen- 
tary forms of the religious life, Durkheim 
attempted to derive the basic categories of 
thought from the structuring of the social 
relation. It is beside the point as to his 
success. He raised the whole question of the 
relation between the classifications and 
frames of the symbolic order and the struc- 
turing of experience. In his study of differ- 
ent forms of social integration he pointed to 
the implicit, condensed, symbolic structure 
of mechanical solidarity and the more ex- 
plicit and differentiated symbolic structures 
of organic solidarity. Cassirer, the early cul- 
tural anthropologists, and in particular Sapir 
(I was not aware of von Humboldt until 
much later) sensitised me to the cultural 
properties of speech. Whorf, particularly 
where he refers to the fashions of speaking, 
frames of consistency, alerted me to the 
selective effect of the culture (acting 
through its patterning of social relation- 
ships) upon the patterning of grammar 
together with the pattern’s semantic and 
thus cognitive significance. Whorf more 
than anyone, I think, opened up, at least for 
me, the question of the deep structure of 
linguistically regulated communication. 

In all the above work I found two diffi- 
culties. If we grant the fundamental linkage 
of symbolic systems, social structure and the 
shaping of experience, it is still unclear how 
such shaping takes place. The processes 
underlying the social structuring of experi- 
ence are not explicit. The second difficulty 
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is in dealing with the question of change of 
symbolic systems. George Herbert Mead is of 
central importance in the solution of the 
first difficulty, the HOW. Mead outlined in 
general terms the relationships between role, 
reflexiveness and speech, and in so doing 
provided the basis of the solution to the 
HOW. It is still the case that the Meadian 
solution does not allow us to deal with the 
problem of change. For the concept, which 
enables role to be related to a higher order 
concept, “the generalised other” is, itself, 
not subject to systematic enquiry. Even if 
“the generalised other” is placed within a 
Durkheimian framework, we are still left 
with the problem of change. Indeed, in Mead 
change is introduced only at the cost of the 
re-emergence of а traditional Western 
dichotomy in the concepts of the “I” and 
the “me.” The “I” is both the indeterminate 
response to the “me” and yet at the same 
time shapes it. The Meadian “I” points to 
the voluntarism in the affairs of men, the 
fundamental creativity of man, made possi- 
ble by speech; a little before Chomsky. 

Thus Meadian thought helps to solve the 
puzzle of the HOW but it does not help with 
the question of change in the structuring of 
experience; although both Mead implicitly 
and Durkheim explicitly pointed to the con- 
ditions which bring about pathological struc- 
turing of experience. 

One major theory of the development of 
and change in symbolic structures is, of 
course, that of Marx. Although Marx is less 
concerned with the internal structure and 
the process of transmission of symbolic sys- 
tems he does give us a key to their institu- 
tionalisation and change. The key is given in 
terms of the social significance of society’s 
productive system and the power relation- 
ships to which the productive system gives 
rise. Further, access to, control over, orienta- 
tion of and change in critical symbolic 
systems, according to the theory, are gov- 
erned by these power relationships as these 
are embodied in the class structure. It is not 
only capital, in the strict economic sense, 
which is subject to appropriation, manipula- 
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tion and exploitation, but also cultural 
capital in the form of the symbolic systems 
through which man can extend and change 
the boundaries of his experience. 

I am not putting forward a matrix of 
thought necessary for the study of the basic 
structure and change in the structure of cul- 
tural transmission, only the specific matrix 
which underlies my own approach. Essen- 
tially and briefly I have used Durkheim and 
Marx at the macro level and Mead at the 
micro level, to realise a sociolinguistic thesis 
which could meet with a range of work in 
anthropology, linguistics, sociology and 
psychology. 


OTHER VIEWS OF THE RELATION OF 
LINGUISTIC AND CULTURAL SYSTEMS 


I want also to make clear two views I am not 
concerned with. Chomsky in Aspects of the 
theory of syntax neatly severs the study of 
the rule system of language from the study 
of the social rules which determine their 
contextual use. He does this by making a 
distinction between competence and perfor- 
mance. Competence refers to the child’s 
tacit understanding of the rule system, per- 
formance relates to the essentially social use 
to which the rule system is put. Competence 
refers to man abstracted from contextual 
constraints. Performance refers to man in 
the grip of the contextual constraints which 
determine his speech acts. Competence 
refers to the Ideal, performance refers to the 
Fall. In this sense Chomsky’s notion of com- 
petence is Platonic. Competence has its 
source in the very biology of man. There is 
no difference between men in terms of their 
access to the linguistic rule system. Here 
Chomsky, like many other linguists before 
him, announces the communality of man, all 
men have equal access to the creative act 
which is language. On the other hand, 
performance is under the control of the 
social—performances are culturally specific 
acts, they refer to the choices which are 
made in specific speech encounters. Thus 
from one point of view, Chomsky indicates 
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the tragedy of man, the potentiality of com- 
petence and the degeneration of perfor- 
mance (this view explicitly derives from 
Hymes 1966). 

Clearly, much is to be, gained in rigour 
and explanatory power through the severing 
of the relationship between the formal prop- 
erties of the grammar and the meanings 
which are realised in its use. But if we are to 
study speech, /a parole, we are inevitably 
involved in a study of a rather different rule 
system, we are involved in a study of rules, 
formal and informal, which regulate the 
options we take up in various contexts in 
which we find ourselves. This second rule 
system is the cultural system. 

This raises immediately the question of 
the causal relationship between the linguistic 
rule system and the cultural system. Clearly, 
specific linguistic rule systems are part of the 
cultural system, but it has been argued that 
the linguistic rule system in various ways 
shapes the cultural system. This very briefly 
is the view of those who hold a narrow form 
of the linguistic relativity hypothesis. I do 
not intend to get involved in that particular 
quagmire, Instead, I shall take the view that 
the code which the linguist invents to 
explain the formal properties of the gram- 
mar is capable of generating any number of 
speech codes, and there is no reason for 
believing that any one language code is 
better than another in this respect. On this 
argument, language is a set of rules to which 
all speech codes must comply, but which 
speech codes are realised is a function of the 
culture acting through social relationship in 
specific contexts. Different speech forms or 
codes symbolize the form of the social rela- 
tionship, regulate the nature of the speech 
encounters, and create for the speakers dif- 
ferent orders of relevance and relation. The 
experience of the speakers is then trans- 
formed by what is made significant or rele- 
vant by the speech form. 

This is a sociological argument because 
the speech form is taken as a consequence of 
the form of the social relation or, put more 
generally, as a quality of a social structure. 
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Let me qualify this immediately. Because 
the speech form is initially a function of a 
given social arrangement, it does not mean 
that the speech form does not in tum 
modify or even change that social structure 
which initially evolved the speech form. This 
formulation, indeed, invites the question: 
under what conditions does a given speech 


"form free itself sufficiently from its embodi- 


ment in the social structure so that the 
system of meanings it realises points to alter- 
native realities, alternative arrangements in 
the affairs of men? Here we become con- 
cerned immediately with the antecedents 
and consequences of the boundary maintain- 
ing principles of a culture or sub-culture. 1 
am here suggesting a relationship between 
forms of boundary maintenance at the cul- 
tural level and forms of speech. 


LANGUAGE, SOCIALISATION AND 
CLASS 


I am required to consider the relationship 
between language and socialisation. It should 
be clear that I am not concerned with lan- 
guage, but with speech, and concerned more 
specifically with the contextual constraints 
upon speech. Now what about socialisation? 
I shall take the term to refer to the process 
whereby a child acquires a specific cultural 
identity, and to his responses to such an 
identity. Socialisation refers to the process 
whereby the biological is transformed into a 
specific cultural being. It follows from this 
that the process of socialisation is a complex 
process of control, whereby a particular 
moral, cognitive and affective awareness is 
evoked in the child and given a specific form 
and content. Socialisation sensitizes (ће 
child to various orderings of society as these 
are made substantive in the various roles he 
is expected to play. In a sense then socialisa- 
tion is a process for making people safe. The 
process acts selectively on the possibilities of 
man by creating through time a sense of the 
inevitability of a given social arrangement, 
and through limiting the areas of permitted 
change. The basic agencies of socialisation in 
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contemporary societies are the family, the 
peer group, school and work. It is through 
these agencies, and in particular through 
their relationship to each other, that the 
various orderings of society are made mani- 
fest. 

Now it is quite clear that given this view 
of socialisation it is necessary to limit the 
discussion, I shall limit our discussion to 
socialisation within the family, but it should 
be obvious that the focussing and filtering of 
the child's experience within the family in a 
large measure is a microcosm of the macro- 
scopic orderings of society. Our question 
now becomes: what are the sociological fac- 
tors which affect linguistic performances 
within the family critical to the process of 
socialisation? 

Without a shadow of doubt the most 
formative influence upon the procedures of 
socialisation, from a sociological viewpoint, 
is social class, The class structure influences 
work and educational roles and brings fami- 
lies into a special relationship with each 
other and deeply penetrates the structure of 
life experiences within the family. The class 
system has deeply marked the distribution 
of knowledge within society. It has given 
differential access to the sense that the 
world is permeable. It has sealed off commu- 
nities from each other and has ranked these 
communities on a scale of individuous 
worth, We have three components, knowl- 
edge, possibility, invidious insulation. It 
would be a little naive to believe that differ- 
ences in knowledge, differences in the sense 
of the possible, combined with invidious 
insulation, rooted in differential material 
well-being would not affect the forms of 
control and innovation in the socialising pro- 
cedures of different social classes. I shall go 
on to argue that the deep structure of 
communication itself is affected, but not in 
any final or irrevocable way. 

As an approach to my argument, let me 
glance at the social distribution of knowl- 
edge. We can see that the class system has 
affected the distribution of knowledge. 
Historically and now, only a tiny percentage 
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of ће population has been socialised into 
knowledge at the level of the meta-languages 
of control and innovation, whereas the mass 
of the population has been socialised into 
knowledge at the level of context-tied opera- 
tions. 

A tiny percentage of the population has 
been given access to the principles of intel- 
lectual change whereas the rest have been 
denied such access. This suggests that we 
might be able to distinguish between two 
orders of meaning. One we could call univer- 
salistic, the other particularistic. Universal- 
istic meanings are those in which principles 
and operations are made linguistically 
explicit whereas particularistic orders of 
meaning are meanings in which principles 
and operations are relatively linguistically 
implicit. If orders of meaning are universal- 
istic, then the meanings are less tied to a 
given context. The meta-languages of public 
forms of thought as these apply to objects 
and persons realise meanings of a universal- 
istic type. Where meanings have this charac- 
teristic then individuals may have access to 
the grounds of their experience and can 
change the grounds. Where orders of mean- 
ing are particularistic, where principles are 
linguistically implicit, then such meanings 
are less context independent and more con- 
text bound; that is, tied to a local relation- 
ship and to a local social structure. Where 
the meaning system is particularistic, much 
of the meaning is imbedded in the context 
and may be restricted to those who share a 
similar contextual history. Where meanings 
are universalistic, they are in principle avail- 
able to all because the principles and opera- 
tions have been made explicit and so public. 

I shall argue that forms of socialisation 
orient the child towards speech codes which 
control access to relatively context-tied or 
relatively context-independent meanings. 
Thus I shall argue that elaborated codes 
orent their users towards universalistic 
meanings, whereas restricted codes orient, 
sensitize, their users to particularistic mean- 
ings: that the linguistic realisations of the two 
orders are different, and so are the social 
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relationships which realise them. Elaborated 
codes are less tied to a given or local struc- 
ture and thus contain the potentiality of 
change in principles. In the case of elabo- 
rated codes the speech is freed from its evok- 
ing social structure and takes on an 
autonomy. A university is a place organised 
around talk. Restricted codes are more tied 
to a local social structure and have a reduced 
potential for change in principles. Where 
codes are elaborated, the socialised has more 
access to the grounds of his own socialisa- 
tion, and so can enter into a reflexive rela- 
tionship to the social order he has taken 
over. Where codes are restricted, the 
socialised has less access to the grounds of 
his socialisation, and thus reflexiveness may 
be limited in range. One of the effects of the 
class system is to limit access to elaborated 
codes. 

I shall go on to suggest that restricted 
codes have their basis in condensed symbols 
whereas elaborated codes have their basis in 
articulated symbols. That restricted codes 
draw upon metaphor whereas elaborated 
codes draw upon rationality. That these 
codes constrain the contextual use of lan- 
guage in critical socialising contexts and in 
this way regulate the orders of relevance and 
relation which the socialised takes over. 
From this point of view, change in habitual 
speech codes involves changes in the means 
by which object and person relationships are 
realised. 


ELABORATED AND RESTRICTED 
SPEECH VARIANTS 


I want first to start with the notions of 
elaborated and restricted speech variants. A 
variant can be considered as the contextual 
constraints upon grammatical-lexical choices. 

Sapir, Malinowski, Firth, Vygotsky, Luria 
have all pointed out from different points of 
view that the closer the identification of 
speakers, the greater the range of shared 
interests, the more probable that the speech 
will take a specific form. The range of syn- 


BERNSTEIN 


tactic alternatives is likely to be reduced and 
the lexis to be drawn from a narrow range. 
Thus, the form of these social relations is 
acting selectively on the meanings to be ver- 
bally realised. In these relationships the 
intent of the other person can be taken for 
granted as the speech is played out against a 
back-drop of common assumptions, com- 
mon history, common interests. As a result, 
there is less need to raise meanings to the 
level of explicitness or elaboration. There is 
a reduced need to make explicit through 
syntactic choices the logical structure of the 
communication. Further, if the speaker 
wishes to individualise his communication, 
he is likely to do this by varying the expres- 
sive associates of the speech. Under these 
conditions, the speech is likely to have a 
strong metaphoric element. In these situations 
the speaker may be more concerned with 
how ‘something is said, when it is said; 
silence takes on a variety of meanings. Often 
in these encounters the speech cannot be 
understood apart from the context, and the 
context cannot be read by those who do not 
share the history of the relationship. Thus 
the form of the social relationship acts selec- 
tively on the meanings to be verbalised, 
which in turn affect the syntactic and lexical 
choices, The unspoken assumptions under- 
lying the relationship are not available to 
those who are outside the relationship. For 
these are limited, and restricted to the 
speakers. The symbolic form of the com- 
munication is condensed yet the specific 
cultural history of the relationship is alive in 
its form. We can say that the roles of the 
speakers are communalised roles. Thus, we 
can make a relationship between restricted 
social relationships based upon communal- 
ised roles and the verbal realisation of their 
meaning. In the language of the earlier part 
of this paper, restricted social relationships 
based upon communalised role evoke partic- 
ularistic, that is, context-tied meanings, real- 
ised through a restricted speech variant. 
Imagine a husband and wife have just 
come out of the cinema, and are talking 
about the film: “What do you think?” “It 
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had a lot to say.” “Yes, I thought so too— 
јер go to the Millers, there may be some- 
thing going there.” They arrive at the 
Millers, who ask about the film. An hour is 
spent in the complex, moral, political, 
aesthetic subtleties of the film and its place 
in the contemporary scene. Here we have an 
elaborated variant, the meanings now have 
to be made public to others who have not 
seen the film. The speech shows careful edit- 
ing, at both the grammatical and lexical 
levels, it is no longer context tied. The mean- 
ings are explicit, elaborated and individ- 
ualised. Whilst expressive channels are 
clearly relevant, the burden of meaning 
inheres predominantly in the verbal channel. 
The experience of the listeners cannot be 
taken for granted. Thus each member of the 
group is on his own as he offers his interpre- 
tation. Elaborated variants of this kind 
involve the speakers in particular role rela- 
tionship, and if you cannot manage the role, 
you can’t produce the appropriate speech. 
For as the speaker proceeds to individualise 
his meanings, he is differentiated from 
others like a figure from its ground. 

The roles receive less support from each 
other, There is a measure of isolation. Differ- 
ence lies at the basis of the social relation- 
ship, and is made verbally active, whereas in 
the other context it is consensus. The insides 
of the speaker have become psychologically 
active through the verbal aspect of the com- 
munication. Various defensive strategies may 
be used to decrease potential vulnerability of 
self and to increase the vulnerability of 
others. The verbal aspect of the communica- 
tion becomes a vehicle for the transmission 
of individuated symbols. The “I” stands over 
the “We.” Meanings which are discrete to 
the speaker must be offered so that they are 
intelligible to the listener. Communalised 
roles have given way to individualised roles, 
condensed symbols to articulated symbols. 
Elaborated speech variants of this type real- 
ise universalistic meanings in the sense that 
they are less contexttied. Thus indi- 
vidualised roles are realised through elabo- 
rated speech variants which involve complex 
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editing at the grammatical and lexical levels 
and which point to universalistic meanings. 

Let me give another example. Consider 
the two following stories which Peter 
Hawkins, Assistant Research Officer in the 
Sociological Research Unit, University of 
London Institute of Education, constructed 
as a result of his analysis of the speech of 
middle-class and working-class five-year-old 
children, The children were given a series of 
four pictures which told a story and they 
were invited to tell the story. The first pic- 
ture showed some boys playing football, in 
the second the ball goes through the window 
of a house, the third shows a woman looking 
out of the window and a man making an 
ominous gesture, and in the fourth the chil- 
dren are movíng away. 

Here are the two stories: 


(1) Three boys are playing football and 
one boy kicks the ball and it goes 
through the window the ball breaks 
the window and the boys are looking 
atit and a man comes out and shouts 
at them because they've broken the 
window so they run away and then 
that lady looks out of her win- 
dow and she tells the boys off. 

(2) They're playing football and he kicks 
it and it goes through there it breaks 
the window and they’re looking at 
it and he comes out and shouts at 
them because they've broken it so 
they run away and then she looks 
out and she tells them off. 


With the first story the reader does not 
have to have the four pictures which were 
used as the basis for the story, whereas in 
the case of the second story the reader 
would require the initial pictures in order to 
make sense of the story. The first story is 
free of the context which generated it, 
whereas the second story is much more 
closely tied to its context. As a result the 
meanings of the second story are implicit, 
whereas the meanings of the first story are 
explicit. It is not that the working-class chil- 
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dren do not have in their passive vocabulary 
the vocabulary used by the middle-class chil- 
dren, Nor is it the case that the children 
differ in their tacit understanding of the 
linguistic rule system. Rather, what we have 
here are differences in the use of language 
arising out of a specific context. One child 
makes explicit the meanings which he is real- 
ising through language for the person he is 
telling the story to, whereas the second child 
does not to the same extent. The first child 
takes very little for granted, whereas the 
second child takes a great deal for granted. 
Thus for the first child the task was seen as a 
context in which his meanings were required 
to be made explicit, whereas the task for the 
second child was not seen as a task which 
required such explication of meaning. It 
would not be difficult to imagine a context 
where the first child would produce speech 
rather like the second. What we are dealing 
with here are differences between the chil- 
dren in the way they realise in language use 
apparently the same context. We could say 
that the speech of the first child generated 
universalistic meanings in the sense that the 
meanings are freed from the context and so 
understandable by all. Whereas the speech of 
the second child generated particularistic 
meanings, in the sense that the meanings are 
closely tied to the context and would be 
only fully understood by others if they had 
access to the context which originally gener- 
ated the speech. 

It is again important to stress that the 
second child has access to a more differen- 
tiated noun phrase, but there is a restriction 
on its use. Geoffrey Turner, Linguist in the 
Sociological Research Unit, shows that 
working-class, five-year-old children in the 
same contexts examined by Hawkins, use 
fewer linguistic expressions of uncertainty 
when compared with the middle-class chil- 
dren. This does not mean that working-class 
children do not have access to such expres- 
sions, but that the eliciting speech context 
did not provoke them. Telling a story from 
pictures, talking about scenes on cards, for- 
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mally framed contexts may not encourage 
working-class children to consider the 
possibilities of alternate meanings and so 
there is a reduction in the linguistic expres- 
sions of uncertainty. Again, working-class 
children have access to a wide range of 
syntactic choices which involve the use of 
logical operators, “because,” “but,” 
“either,” “or,” “only.” The constraints exist 
on the conditions for their use, Formally 
framed contexts used for eliciting context 
independent universalistic meanings may 
evoke in the working-class child, relative to 
the middle-class child, restricted speech 
variants, because the working-class child has 
difficulty in managing the role relationships 
which such contexts require. This problem is 
further complicated when such contexts 
carry meanings very much removed from the 
child’s cultural experience. In the same way 
we can show that there are constraints upon 
the middle-class child’s use of language. 
Turner found that when middle-class chil- 
dren were asked to role play in the picture 
story series, a higher percentage of these 
children, when compared with working-class 
children, initially refused. When the middle- 
class children were asked “What is the man 
saying?" or linguistically equivalent ques- 
tions, a relatively higher percentage said “1 
don't know." When this question was fol- 
lowed by the hypothetical question “What 
do you think the man might be saying?” 
they offered their interpretations. The 
working-class children role played without 
difficulty. It seems then that middle-class 
children at five need to have a very precise 
instruction to hypothesise in that particular 
context. This may be because they are more 
concerned here with getting their answers 
right or correct. When the children were 
invited to tell a story about some doll-like 
figures (a little boy, a little girl, a sailor and a 
dog), the working-class children’s stories 
were freer, longer, more imaginative than the 
stories of the middle-class children. The 
latter children’s stories were tighter, con- 
strained within a strong narrative frame. It 
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was as if these children were dominated by 
what they took to be the form of a narrative 
and the content was secondary. This is an 
example of the concern of the middle-class 
child with the structure of the contextual 
frame. 

It may be worthwhile to amplify this 
further. A number of studies have shown 
that when working-class black children are 
asked to associate to a series of words, their 
responses show considerable diversity, both 
from the meaning and form-class of the 
stimulus word. In the analysis offered in the 
text this may be because the children for the 
following reasons are less constrained. The 
form-class of the stimulus word may have 
teduced associative significance and 50 
would less constrain the selection of poten- 
tial words or phrases. With such a weakening 
of the grammatical frame a greater range of 
alternatives are possible candidates for selec- 
tion. Further, the closely controlled middle- 
class linguistic socialisation of the young 
child may point the child towards both the 
grammatical significance of the stimulus 
word and towards a tight logical ordering of 
semantic space. Middle-class children may 
well have access to deep interpretive rules 
which regulate their linguistic responses in 
certain formalised contexts. The сопѕе- 
quences may limit their imagination through 
the tightness of the frame which these inter- 
pretive rules create. It may even be that with 
five-year-old children, the middle-class child 
will innovate more with the arrangements of 
objects (ie. bricks) than in his linguistic 
usage, His linguistic usage is under close 
supervision by adults. He has more auton- 
omy in his play. 

To return to our previous discussion, we 
can say briefly that as we move from com- 
munalised to individualised roles, so speech 
takes on an increasingly reflexive function. 
The unique selves of others become palpable 
through speech and enter into our own self, 
the grounds of our experience are made 
verbally explicit; the security of the con- 
densed symbol is gone. It has been replaced 
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by rationality. There is a change in the basis 
of our vulnerability. 


FOUR CONTEXTS 


So far, then, I have discussed certain types 
of speech variants and the role relationships 
which occasion them. I am now going to 
raise the generality of the discussion and 
focus upon the title of the paper. The social- 
isation of the young in the family proceeds 
within a critical set of inter-related contexts. 
Analytically, we may distinguish four con- 
texts. 

1. The regulative context—these are 
authority relationships where the child is 
made aware of the rules of the moral order 
and their various backings. 

2. The instructional context, where the 
child learns about the objective nature of 
objects and persons, and acquires skills of 
various kinds. 

3. The imaginative or innovating con- 
texts, where the child is encouraged to 
experiment and re-create his world on his 
own terms, and in his own way. 

4, The interpersonal context, where the 
child is made aware of affective states—his 
own, and others. 

I am suggesting that the critical orderings 
of a culture or subculture are made sub- 
stantive—are made palpable—through the 
forms of its linguistic realisations of these 
four contexts—initially in the family and 
kin. 

Now if the linguistic realisation of these 
four contexts involves the predominant use 
of restricted speech variants, I shall postulate 
that the deep structure of the communica- 
tion is a restricted code having its basis in 
communalised roles, realising context bound 
meanings, i.e., particularistic meaning orders. 
Clearly the specific grammatical and lexical 
choices will vary from one context to another. 

If the linguistic realisation of these four 
contexts involves the predominant usage of 
elaborated speech variants, I shall postulate 
that the deep structure of the communica- 
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tion is an elaborated code having its basis in 
individualised roles realising context free, 
universalistic, meanings. 

In order to prevent misunderstanding 
some expansion of this point is necessary. It 
is likely that where the code is restricted, the 
speech in the regulative context may well be 
limited to command and simple rule 
announcing statements. The latter state- 
ments are not context dependent in the 
sense previously given for they announce 
general rules. We need to supplement the 
context independent (universalistic) and 
context dependent (particularistic) criteria 
with criteria which refer to the extent to 
which the speech in the regulative context 
varies in terms of its contextual specificity. 
If the speech is context-specific then the 
socialiser cuts his meanings to the specific 
attributes/intentions of the socialised, the 
specific characteristics of the problem, the 
specific requirements of the context. Thus 
the general rule may be transmitted with 
degrees of contextual specificity. When this 
occurs the rule is individualised (fitted to the 
local circumstances) in the process of its 
transmission. Thus with code elaboration we 
should expect: 

1. Some developed grounds for the rule. 

2. Some qualification of it in the light of 
the particular issue. 

3. Considerable specificity in terms of the 
socialised, the context and the issue. 

This does not mean that there would be 
an absence of command statements. It is also 
likely that with code elaboration the social- 
ised would be given opportunities (role 
options) to question. 

Bernstein and Cook (1965) and Cook 
(1970) have developed a semantic coding 
grid which sets out with considerable deli- 
cacy a general category system which has 
been applied to a limited regulative context. 
G. Turner, linguist to the Sociological 
Research Unit, is attempting a linguistic real- 
isation of the same grid. 

We can express the two sets of criteria 
diagrammatically. A limited application is 
given by Henderson (1970): 


BERNSTEIN 


Realisation of the Regulative Context 
Universalistic 


Specific Non-specific 


Particularistic 


It may be necessary to utilise the two sets of 
criteria for all four socialising contexts. 
Bernstein (1967, published 1972) suggested 
that code realisation would vary with con- 
text. 

If we look at the linguistic realisation of 
the regulative context in greater detail we 
may be able to clear up another source of 
possible misunderstanding. In this context it 
is very likely that syntactic markers of the 
logical distribution of meaning will be exten- 
sively used. 

“If you do that, then... .” 

“Either you... or. .. ." 

“You can do that but if. . .." 

“You do that and you'll pay for it” 

Thus it is very likely that young children 
may well in the regulative context have ac- 
cess to a range of syntactic markers which 
express the logical/hypothetical irrespective 
of code restriction or elaboration. However, 
where the code is restricted it is expected 
that there will be reduced specificity in the 
sense outlined earlier. Further, the speech in 
the control situation is likely to be well- 
organised in the sense that the sentences 
come as wholes. The child responds to the 
total frame. However, I would suggest that 
the informal instructional contexts within 
the family may well be limited in range and 
frequency. Thus the child, of course, would 
have access to and so have available, the 
hypotheticals, conditionals, disjunctives etc. 
but these might be rarely used in instruc- 
tional contexts. In the same way, as we have 
suggested earlier, all children have access to 
linguistic expressions of uncertainty but 
they may differ in the context in which they 
receive and realise such expressions. 

I must emphasise that because the code is 
restricted it does not mean that speakers at 
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no time will use elaborated speech variants. 
Only that the use of such variants will be 
infrequent in the socialisation of the child in 
his family. 

Now, all children have access to restricted 
codes and their various systems of con- 
densed meaning, because the roles the code 
pre-supposes are universal. But there may 
well be selective access to elaborated codes 
because there is selective access to the role 
system which evokes its use. Society is likely 
to evaluate differently the experiences real- 
ised through these two codes. I cannot here 
go into details, but the different focussing of 
experience through a restricted code creates 
a major problem of educability only where 
the school produces discontinuity between 
its symbolic orders and those of the child. 
Our schools are not made for these children; 
why should the children respond? To ask the 
child to switch to an elaborated code which 
presupposes different role relationships and 
systems of meaning without a sensitive 
understanding of the required contexts may 
create for the child a bewildering and poten- 
tially damaging experience. 


FAMILY TYPES AND COMMUNICATION 
STRUCTURES 


So far, then, I have sketched out a relation- 
ship between speech codes and socialisation 
through the organisation of roles through 
which the culture is made psychologically 
active in persons. I have indicated that access 
to the roles and thus to the codes is broadly 
related to social class. However, it is clearly 
the case that social class groups today are by 
по means homogeneous groups. Further, the 
division between elaborated and restricted 
codes is too simple. Finally, I have not indi- 
cated in any detail how these codes are 
evoked by families, and how the family 
types may shape their focus. 

_ What I shall do now is to introduce a 
distinction between family types and their 
communication structures. These family 
types can be found empirically within each 
Social class, although any one type may be 
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rather more modal at any given historical 
period. 

I shall distinguish between families 
according to the strength of their boundary 
maintaining procedures. Let me first give 
some idea of what I mean by boundary 
maintaining procedures. I shall first look at 
boundary maintenance as it is revealed in the 
symbolic ordering of space. Consider the 
lavatory. In one house, the room is pristine, 
bare and sharp, containing only the necessi- 
ties for which the room is dedicated. In 
another there is a picture on the wall, in the 
third there are books, in the fourth all sur- 
faces are covered with curious postcards. We 
have a continuum from a room celebrating 
the purity of categories to one celebrating 
the mixture of categories, from strong to 
weak boundary maintenance. Consider the 
kitchen. In one kitchen, shoes may not be 
placed on the table, nor the child's chamber 
pot—all objects and utensils have an assigned 
place. In another kitchen the boundaries 
separating the different classes of objects are 
weak. The symbolic ordering of space can 
give us indications of the relative strength of 
boundary maintaining procedures. Let us 
now look at the relationship between family 
members. Where boundary procedures are 
strong, the differentiation of members and 
the authority structure is based upon clear- 
cut, unambiguous definitions of the status of 
the member of the family. The boundaries 
between the statuses are strong and the 
social identities of the members very much a 
function of their age, sex and age-relation 
status. As a shorthand, we can characterise 
the family as positional. 

On the other hand, where boundary pro- 
cedures are weak or flexible, the differentia- 
tion between members and the authority 
relationships are less on the basis of position, 
because here the status boundaries are 
blurred. Where boundary procedures are 
weak, the differentiation between members is 
based more upon differences between per- 
sons, In such families the relationships 
become more egocentric and the unique 
attributes of family members more and more 
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are made substantive in the communication 
structure. We will call these person-centred 
families. Such families do not reduce but 
increase the substantive expression of ambi- 
guity and ambivalence. In person-centred 
families, the role system would be continu- 
ously evoking, accommodating and assimilat- 
ing the different interests, attributes of its 
' members. In such families, unlike positional 
families, the members would be making their 
roles, rather than stepping into them. In a 
person-centred family, the child's develop- 
ing self is differentiated by continuous ad- 
justment to the verbally realised and 
elaborated intentions, qualifications and 
motives of others. The boundary between 
self and other is blurred. In positional fami- 
lies, the child takes over and responds to the 
formal pattern of obligation and privilege. It 
should be possible to see, without going into 
details, that the communication structure 
within these two types of family are some- 
what differently focussed. We might then 
expect that the reflexiveness induced by 
positional families is sensitized to the general 
attributes of persons, whereas the reflexive- 
ness produced by person-centred families is 
more sensitive towards the particular aspects 
of persons. Think of the difference between 
Dartington Hall or Gordonstoun Public 
Schools in England, or the difference 
between West Point and a progressive school 
in the USA. Thus, in person-centred fami- 
lies, the insides of the members are made 
public through the communication struc- 
ture, and thus more of the person has been 
invaded and subject to control. Speech in 
such families is a major media of control. In 
positional families of course, speech is rele- 
vant but it symbolizes the boundaries given 
by the formal structure of the relationships. 
So far as the child is concerned, in positional 
families he attains a strong sense of social 
identity at the cost of autonomy; in person- 
centred families, the child attains a strong 
sense of autonomy but his social identity 
may be weak. Such ambiguity in the sense of 
identity, the lack of boundary, may move 
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such children towards a radically closed 
value system. 

If we now place these family types in the 
framework of the previous discussion, we 
can see that although the code may be elabo- 
rated, it may be differently focussed accord- 
ing to the family type. Thus, we can have an 
elaborate code focussing upon persons or an 
elaborated code in a positional family may 
focus more upon objects. We can expect the 
same with a restricted code. Normally, with 
code restriction we should expect a posi- 
tional family, however, if it showed signs of 
being person-centred, then we might expect 
the children to be in a situation of potential 
code switch. 

Where the code is elaborated, and focussed 
by a person-centred family, then these 
children may well develop acute identity 
problems, concerned with authenticity, of 
limiting responsibility—they may come to 
see language as phony, a system of counter- 
feit masking the absence of belief. They may 
move towards the restricted codes of the 
various peer group sub-cultures, or seek the 
condensed symbols of affective experience, 
or both. 

One of the difficulties of this approach is 
to avoid implicit value judgements about the 
relative worth of speech systems and the 
cultures which they symbolize. Let it be said 
immediately that a restricted code gives 
access to a vast potential of meanings, of 
delicacy, subtlety and diversity of cultural 
forms, to a unique aesthetic whose basis in 
condensed symbols may influence the form 
of the imagining. Yet, in complex industrial- 
ized societies, its differently focussed experi- 
ence may be disvalued, and humiliated 
within schools or seen, at best, to be irrele- 
vant to the educational endeavour. For the 
schools are predicated upon elaborated code 
and its system of social relationships. 
Although an elaborated code does not entail 
any specific value system, the value system 
of the middle class penetrates the texture of 
the very learning context itself. 

Elaborated codes give access to alterna- 


SOCIAL CLASS, LANGUAGE AND SOCIALISATION 


tive realities yet they carry the potential of 
alienation, of feeling from thought, of self 
from other, of private belief from role obli- 
gation. 


SOURCES OF CHANGE 


Finally I should like to consider briefly the 
source of change of linguistic codes. The 
first major source of change I suggest is to be 
located in the division of labour. As the 
division of labour changes from simple to 
complex, then this changes the social and 
knowledge characteristics of occupational 
roles. In this process there is an extension of 
access, through education, to elaborated 
codes, but access is controlled by the class 
system. The focussing of the codes I have 
suggested is brought about by the boundary 
maintaining procedures within the family. 
However, we can generalise and say that the 
focussing of the codes is related to the 
boundary maintaining procedures as these 
affect the major socialising agencies, family, 
age group, education and work. We need, 
therefore, to consider together with the 
question of the degree and type of complex- 
ity of the division of labour the value orien- 
tations of society which it is hypothesized 
affect the boundary maintaining procedures. 
It is the case that we can have societies with 
a similar complexity in their division of 
labour but which differ in their boundary 
maintaining procedures. 

I suggest then that it is important to 
make a distinction between societies in 
terms of their boundary maintaining proce- 
dures if we are to deal with this question of 
the focussing of codes. One possible way of 
examining the relative strength of boundary 
maintenance, at a somewhat high level of 
abstraction, is to consider the strength of the 
constraints upon the choice of values which 
legitimize authority/power relationships. 
Thus in societies where there is weak con- 
straint upon such legitimising values, that is, 
where there are a variety of formally рег- 
mitted legitimising values, we might expect a 
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marked shift towards person type control. 
Whereas in societies with strong constraints 
upon legitimising values, where there is a 
severe restriction upon the choice, we might 
expect a marked shift towards positional 
control. 

I shall illustrate these relationships with 
reference to the family: 


Division of labour Constraints upon legitimising values 
(Boundary Maintenance) 


Simple+Complex Strong Weak 
+ + 4 
Speech Codes Positional Personal 
Restricted Code Working-Class Working-Class 
4 
Elaborated Code Middle-Class Middle-Class 


Thus the division of labour influences the 
availability of elaborated codes; the class sys- 
tem affects their distribution; the focussing 
of codes can be related to the boundary 
maintaining procedures, ie. the value sys- 
tem. I. must point out that this is only a 
coarse interpretive framework. 


CONCLUSION 


I have tried to show how the class system 
acts upon the deep structure of communica- 
tion in the process of socialisation. I refined 
the crudity of this analysis by showing how 
speech codes may be differently focussed 
through family types. Finally, it is conceiv- 
able that there are general aspects of the 
analysis which might provide a starting point 
for the consideration of symbolic orders 
other than languages (see Douglas 1970). 1 
must point out that there is more to social- 
isation than the forms of its linguistic realisa- 
tion. " 
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29. Cultural Reproduction and Social Reproduction 


The specific role of the sociology of educa- 
tion is assumed once it has established itself 
as the science of the relations between cul- 
tural reproduction and social reproduction. 
This occurs when it endeavours to determine 
the contribution made by the educational 
system to the reproduction of the structure 
of power relationships and symbolic rela- 
tionships between classes, by contributing to 
the reproduction of the structure of the dis- 
tribution of cultural capital among these 
classes. The science of the reproduction of 
structures, understood as a system of objec- 
tive relations which impart their relational 
properties to individuals whom they pre- 
exist and survive, has nothing in common 
with the analytical recording of relations 
existing within a given population, be it a 
question of the relations between the aca- 
demic success of children and the social posi- 
tion of their family or of the relations 
between the positions filled by children and 
their parents. The substantialist mode of 
thought which stops short at directly access- 
ible elements, that is to say individuals, 
claims a certain fidelity to reality by dis- 
regarding the structure of relations whence 
these elements derive all their sociologically 
relevant determinations, and thus finds itself 
having to analyse intra- or inter-generational 
mobility processes to the detriment of the 
study of mechanisms which tend to ensure 
the reproduction of the structure of rela- 
tions between classes; it is unaware that the 
controlled mobility of a limited category of 
individuals, carefully selected and modified 
by and for individual ascent, is not incom- 
patible with the permanence of structures, 
and that it is even capable of contributing to 
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social stability in the only way conceivable 
in societies based upon democratic ideals 
and thereby may help to perpetuate the 
structure of class relations. 

Any break with substantialist atomism, 
even if it does not mean going as far as 
certain structuralists and seeing agents as the 
simple “supports” of structures invested 
with the mysterious power of determining 
other structures, implies taking as our theme 
the process of education, This means that 
our object becomes the production of the 
habitus, that system of dispositions which 
acts as a mediation between structures and 
practice; more specifically, it becomes neces- 
sary to study the laws that determine the 
tendency of structures to reproduce them- 
selves by producing agents endowed with the 
system of predispositions which is capable of 
engendering practices adapted to the struc- 
tures and thereby contributing to the repro- 
duction of the structures. If it is conceived 
within a theoretical framework such as this, 
the sociology of educational institutions 
and, in particular, of institutions of higher 
education, is capable of making a decisive 
contribution to the science of the structural 
dynamics of class relations, which is an often 
neglected aspect of the sociology of power. 
Indeed, among all the solutions put forward 
throughout history to the problem of the 
transmission of power and privileges, there 
surely does not exist one that is better con- 
cealed, and therefore better adapted to soci- 
eties which tend to refuse the most patent 
forms of the hereditary transmission of 
power and privileges, than that solution 
which the educational system provides by 
contributing to the reproduction of the 
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structure of class relations and by conceal- 
ing, by an apparently neutral attitude, the 
fact that it fills this function. 


THE ROLE OF THE EDUCATIONAL 
SYSTEM IN THE REPRODUCTION OF 
THE STRUCTURE OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF CULTURAL CAPITAL 


By traditionally defining the educational sys- 
tem as the group of institutional or routine 
mechanisms by means of which is operated 
what Durkheim calls “the conservation of a 
culture inherited from the past,” ie. the 
transmission from generation to generation 
of accumulated information, classical theo- 
ries tend to dissociate the function of cul- 
tural reproduction proper to all educational 
systems from their function of social repro- 
duction. Transposing, as they do, the repre- 
sentation of culture and of cultural trans- 
mission, commonly accepted by the ethnolo- 
gists, to the case of societies divided into 
classes, these theories are based upon the 
implicit assumption that the different peda- 
gogic actions which are carried out within 
the framework of the social structure, that is 
to say, those which are carried out by fami- 
lies from the different social classes as well 
as that which is practised by the school, 
work together in a harmonious way to trans- 
mit a cultural heritage which is considered as 
being the undivided property of the whole 
society. 

In fact the statistics of theatre, concert, 
and, above all, museum attendance (since, in 
the last case, the effect of economic obsta- 
cles is more or less nil) are sufficient re- 
minder that the inheritance of cultural 
wealth which has been accumulated and 
bequeathed by previous generations only 
really belongs (although it is theoretically 
offered to everyone) to those endowed with 
the means of appropriating it for themselves. 
In view of the fact that the apprehension 
and possession of cultural goods as symbolic 
goods (along with the symbolic satisfactions 
which accompany an appropriation of this 
kind) are possible only for those who hold 
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the code making it possible to decipher them 
or, in other words, that the appropriation of 
symbolic goods presupposes the possession 
of the instruments of appropriation, it is 
sufficient to give free play to the laws of 
cultural transmission for cultural capital to 
be added to cultural capital and for the 
structure of the distribution of cultural capi- 
tal between social classes to be thereby 
reproduced. By this is meant the structure of 
the distribution of instruments for the 
appropriation of symbolic wealth socially 
designated as worthy of being sought and 
possessed. 

In order to be persuaded of the truth of 
this, it must first be seen that the structure 
of the distribution of classes or sections 
(“fractions”) of a class according to the 
extent to which they are consumers of cul- 
ture corresponds, with a few slight differ- 
ences such as the fact that heads of industry 
and commerce occupy a lower position than 
do higher office staff, professionals, and 
even intermediate office staff, to the struc- 
ture of distribution according to the hierar- 
chy of economic capital and power (see 
Table I). 

The different classes or sections of a class 
are organized around three major positions: 
the lower position, occupied by the agricul- 
tural professions, workers, and small trades- 
people, which are, in fact, categories 
excluded from participation in “high” cul 
ture; the intermediate position, occupied on 
the one hand by the heads and employees of 
industry and business and, on the other 
hand, by the intermediate office staff (who 
are just about as removed from the two 
other categories as these categories are from 
the lower categories); and, lastly, the higher 
position, which is occupied by higher office 
staff and professionals, 

The same structure is to be seen each 
time an assessment is made of cultural habits 
and, in particular, of those that demand а 
cultured disposition, such as reading, and 
theatre, concert, art-cinema, and museum 
attendance. In such cases, the only distor- 
tions are those that introduce the use of 
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Table 2. Cultural Activities of Different Occupational Categories 


Purchasers of 


Have been to the 


Regular theatre, concert, theatre at least once 


books during Readers of cinema attendance in in year 19645 
last month? books* the Parisian region? (all of France) 
Farmers, 
agricultural 
Farmers 14 Workers 15.5 Farmers 18 
Workers 22 Workers 33 Workers 21 8 70 17 
Heads of industry & White-collar Tradespeople 
commerce 31 workers 53.5 & craftsmen 46 14 71 22 
White-collar Craftsmen & White-collar 
workers, tradespeople, workers, 
intermediate intermediate intermediate 
office staff 39 office staff 515 office staff 47 22 80 32 
Heads of industry, Heads of industry, 
Professionals, professionals, professionals, 
higher office higher office higher office 
staff 50 staff 72 staff 65 33 81 63 


different principles of classification (Table 
2). 
Although statistics based like these upon 
the statements of those being questioned 
and not upon direct observation tend to 
overestimate the extent to which an activity 
is practised by reason of the propensity of 
the persons questioned to align themselves, 
at least when talking, to the activity that is 
recognized as legitimate, they do make it 
possible to make out the real structure of 
the distribution of cultural capital. In order 
to achieve this, it is sufficient to note that 
the statistics for the purchase of books omit 
all distinction between small self-employed 
craftsmen and tradespeople, whose activities 
are known to be very similar to those of the 
workers, and industrial and business manage- 
ment, whose cultural consumption is close 
to that of intermediate office staff; it is also 
to be noticed that the statistics for the 
readers of books (books which have been 
purchased, but doubtless also books which 
have been borrowed or read in libraries, 
which explains the movement of the struc- 
ture towards the upper part) group together 
small self-employed craftsmen and trades- 
people, who seldom practise a cultural activ- 
ity, and intermediate office staff, who 


practise cultural activities to a greater extent 
than do white-collar workers. 

Although they remain relatively dispar- 
ate, the categories made use of in terms of 
level of education make possible a more 
direct comparison, and all throw light upon 
the existence of an extremely pronounced 
relationship between the different “legiti- 
mate” activities and the level of education 
(Table 3). 

If, of all cultural activities, cinema atten- 
dance in its common form is the one that is 
least closely linked to level of education, as 
opposed to concert-going, which is a rarer 
activity than reading or theatre-going, the 
fact remains that, as is shown by the statis- 
tics for art-cinema attendance, the cinema 
has a tendency to acquire the power of 
social distinction that belongs to tradition- 
ally approved arts. 

The greater reliability of the survey car- 
tied out by the Centre of European Sociol- 
ogy (Centre de Sociologie Européenne) of 
the European museum public is due to the 
fact that it was based upon the degree of 
effective practice and not on the statements 
of those being questioned. It makes it poss" 
ible, moreover, to construct the system of 
social conditions for the production of the 
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“consumers” of cultural goods considered as 
the most worthy of being consumed, i.e. the 
mechanisms of reproduction of the structure 
of the distribution of cultural capital which 
is seen in the structure of the distribution of 
the consumers of the museum, the theatre, 
the concert, the art cinema, and, more gener- 
ally, of all the symbolic wealth that consti- 
tutes "legitimate" culture. Museum atten- 
dance, which increases to a large extent as 
the level of education rises, is almost exclu- 
sively to be found among the privileged 
classes. The proportions of the different 
socio-professional categories figuring in the 
public of the French museums are almost 
exactly the inverse ratio of their proportions 
in the overall population. Given that the 
typical visitor to French museums holds aca- 
demic qualifications (since 55 per cent of 
visitors have at least the baccalauréat, the 
French school-leaving certificate), it is not 
surprising that the structure of the public 
distributed according to social category is 
very similar to the structure of the popula- 
tion of the students of the French faculties 
distributed according to social origin: the 
proportion of farmers is 1 per cent, that of 
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workers 4 per cent, that of skilled workers 
and tradesmen is 5 per cent, that of white- 
collar workers and intermediate office staff 
is 23 per cent (of whom 5 per cent are 
primary-school teachers), and the proportion 
of the upper classes is 45 per cent. If, for the 
rate of attendance of the different categories 
of visitors in the whole of the museum pub- 
lic, we substitute the probability of their 
going into a museum, it will be seen (in 
Table 4) that, once the level of education is 
established, knowledge of the sex or socio- 
professional category of the visitors gener- 
ally provides only a small amount of addi- 
tional information (although it may be 
noted in passing that, when the level of 
education is the same, teachers and art 
specialists practise this activity to a dis- 
tinctly greater extent than do other cate- 
gories and, particularly, other sections of the 
dominant classes). 

In short, all of the relations observed 
between museum attendance and such vari- 
ables as class or section of a class, age, 
income, or residence come down, more or 
less, to the relation between the level of 
education and attendance. The existence of 


Table 4. Annual Attendance Rates for the French Museums According to Occupational 


Categories? 


(mathematical expectation of visits over a period of a year expressed as a percentage) 


Certificate Certificate Licence 
Without of primary of secondary (ЕВА, BSc) 
diploma studies studies Baccalaureat апа beyond Total 
Farmers 0.2 04 204 05 
Workers 0.3 13 213 1 
Craftsmen & 
tradespeople 1.9 2.8 30.7 594 4.9 
White-collar workers, 
intermediate 
office staff 2.8 19.9 73.6 9.8 
Higher office staff, 
heads of industry, 
professionals 2.0 12.3 64.4 77.6 43.3 
Teachers, art 
specialists (68.1) 153.7 3. 151.5 
Total 1 2.3 24 70.1 ent 6.2 
Men 1 2.3 244 64.5 65.1 6.1 
Women 11 2.3 232 87.9 122.8 63 
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such a powerful and exclusive relationship 
between the level of education and cultural 
practice should not conceal the fact that, in 
view of the implicit presuppositions that 
govern it, the action of the educational sys- 
tem can attain full effectiveness only to the 
extent that it bears upon individuals who 
have been previously granted a certain famil- 
iarity with the world of art by their family 
upbringing. Indeed, it would seem that the 
action of the school, whose effect is unequal 
(if only from the point of view of duration) 
among children from different social classes, 
and whose success varies considerably among 
those upon whom it has an effect, tends to 
reinforce and to consecrate by its sanctions 
the initial inequalities. As may be seen in the 
fact that the proportion of those who have 
received from their families an early initia- 
tion into art increases to a very marked 
extent along with the level of education, 
what is measured by means of the level of 
education is nothing other than the accumu- 
lation of the effects of training acquired 
within the family and the academic appren- 
ticeships which themselves presupposed this 
previous training. 

If this is the case, the main reasons are, 
first, that the appropriation of works of art 
depends in its intensity, its modality, and its 
very existence upon the mastery that the 
spectator has of the available instruments of 
appropriation and, more specifically, of the 
generic and particular code of the work or, if 
it is preferred, of the peculiarly artistic lines 
of interpretation that are directly appro- 
priate to each particular work and are the 
Necessary condition for the deciphering of 
the work;® second, that, in the specific case 
of works of “high” culture, mastery of the 
code cannot be totally acquired by means of 
the simple and diffuse apprenticeships pro- 
vided by daily existence but presupposes an 
education methodically organized by an 
institution specially equipped for this pur- 
pose. It is to be noted, however, that the 
yield of pedagogic communication, en- 
trusted, among other functions, with the 
responsibility of transmitting the code of 


works of “high” culture, along with the code 
according to which this transmission is 
carried out, is itself a function of the cul- 
tural competence that the receiver owes to 
his family upbringing, which is more or less 
close to the “high” culture transmitted by 
the colleges and to the linguistic and cultural 
models according to which this transmission 
is carried out. In view of the fact that recep- 
tion of the pictorial message and the institu- 
tionally organized acquisition of cultural 
competence, which is the condition for the 
reception of this message, are subject to the 
same laws, it is not surprising that it is diffi- 
cult to break the circle in which cultural 
capital is added to cultural capital. The 
museum that demarcates its public and legit- 
imizes its social quality by the mere effect of 
its “level of emission"? ie. by the simple 
fact that it presupposes the possession of the 
fairly complex, and therefore fairly rare, cul- 
tural code which is necessary in order to 
decipher the works exhibited, may be seen 
as the limit towards which an educational 
action is directed (it might be possible to use 
the words “pedagogic action" here were it 
not for the fact that it is rather, in this case, 
a non-pedagogic action), implicitly requiring 
of those on whom it bears that they possess 
the conditions necessary to its full produc- 
tivity. 

The educational system reproduces all the 
more perfectly the structure of the distribu- 
tion of cultural capital among classes (and 
sections of a class) in that the culture which 
it transmits is closer to the dominant culture 
and that the mode of inculcation to which it 
has recourse is less removed from the mode 
of inculcation practised by the family. Inas- 
much as it operates in and through a rela- 
tionship of communication, pedagogic 
action directed at inculcating the dominant 
culture can in fact escape (even if it is only 
in part) the general laws of cultural trans- 
mission, according to which the appropria- 
tion of the proposed culture (and, conse- 
quently, the success of the apprenticeship 
which is crowned by academic qualifica- 
tions) depends upon the previous possession 


494 


of the instruments of appropriation, to the 
extent and only to the extent that it expli- 
citly and deliberately hands over, in the 
pedagogic communication itself, those in- 
struments which are indispensable to the 
success of the communication and which, in 
a society divided into classes, are very un- 
equally distributed among children from the 
different social classes. An educational sys- 
tem which puts into practice an implicit 
pedagogic action, requiring initial familiarity 
with the dominant culture, and which pro- 
ceeds by imperceptible familiarization, 
offers information and training which can be 
received and acquired only by subjects 
endowed with the system of predispositions 
that is the condition for the success of the 
transmission and of the inculcation of the 
culture. By doing away with giving explicitly 
to everyone what it implicitly demands of 
everyone, the educational system demands 
of everyone alike that they have what it does 
not give. This consists mainly of linguistic 
and cultural competence and that relation- 
ship of familiarity with culture which can 
only be produced by family upbringing 
when it transmits the dominant culture. 

In short, an institution officially en- 
trusted with the transmission of the instru- 
ments of appropriation of the dominant 
culture which neglects methodically to trans- 
mit the instruments indispensable to the 
success of its undertaking is bound to 
become the monopoly of those social classes 
capable of transmitting by their own means, 
that is to say by that diffuse and implicit 
continuous educational action which oper- 
ates within cultured families (often un- 
known to those responsible for it and to 
those who are subjected to it), the instru- 
ments necessary for the reception of its 
message, and thereby to confirm their 
monopoly of the instruments of appropria- 
tion of the dominant culture and thus their 
monopoly of that culture.!° The closer that 
educational action gets to that limit, the 
more the value that the educational system 
attributes to the products of the educational 
work carried out by families of the different 
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social classes is directly a function of the 
value as cultural capital which is attributed, 
on a market dominated by the products of 
the educational work of the families of the 
dominant classes, to the linguistic and cul- 
tural competence which the different classes 
or sections of a class are in a position to 
transmit, mainly in terms of the culture that 
they possess and of the time that they are 
able to devote to its explicit or implicit 
transmission. That is to say that the trans- 
mission of this competence is in direct rela- 
tion to the distance between the linguistic 
and cultural competence implicitly 
demanded by the educational transmission 
of educational culture (which is itself quite 
unevenly removed from the dominant cul- 
ture) and the linguistic and cultural comp- 
etence inculcated by primary education in 
the different social classes. 

The laws of the educational market may 
be read in the statistics which establish that, 
from the moment of entering into secondary 
education right up to the grandes écoles, the 
hierarchy of the educational establishments 
and even, within these establishments, the 
hierarchy of the sections and of the fields of 
study arranged according to their prestige 
and to the educational value they impart to 
their public, correspond exactly to the hier- 
archy of the institutions according to the 
social structure of their public, on account 
of the fact that those classes or sections of à 
class which are richest in cultural capital 
become more and more over-represented as 
there is an increase in the rarity and hence in 
the educational value and social yield of 
academic qualifications. If such is the case, 
the reason is that, by virtue of the small real 
autonomy of an educational system which is 
incapable of affirming the specificity of its 
principles of evaluation and of its own mode 
of production of cultured dispositions, the 
relationship between the pedagogic actions 
carried out by the dominated classes and by 
the dominant classes may be understood by 
analogy with the relationship which is set 
up, in the economic field, between modes of 
production of different epochs when for 
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example, in a dualist economy, the products 
of a traditional local craft industry are sub- 
mitted to the laws of a market dominated by 
the chain-produced products of a highly 
developed industry: the symbolic products 
of the educational work of the different 
social classes, i.e. apart from knowledge and 
know-how, styles of being, of speaking, or of 
doing, have less value on the educational 
market and, more widely, on the symbolic 
market (in matrimonial exchanges, for 
instance) and on the economic market (at 
least to the extent that its sanctions depend 
upon academic ratification) in that the mode 
of symbolic production of which they are 
the product is more removed from the domi- 
nant mode of production or, in other words, 
from the educational norms of those social 
classes capable of imposing the domination 
of criteria of evaluation which are the most 
favourable to their products. It is in terms of 
this logic that must be understood the 
prominent value accorded by the French 
educational system to such subtle modalities 
in the relationship to culture and language as 
affluence, elegance, naturalness, or distinc- 
tion, all of which are ways of making use of 
the symbolic products whose role of repre- 
senting excellence in the field of culture (to 
the detriment of the dispositions produced 
by the school and paradoxically devalued, 
by the school itself, as being *academic") is 
due to the fact that they belong only to 
those who have acquired culture or, at least, 
the dispositions necessary for the acquisition 
of academic culture, by means of familiariza- 
tion, i.e. imperceptible apprenticeships from 
the family upbringing, which is the mode of 
acquisition of the instruments of appropria- 
tion of the dominant culture of which the 
dominant classes hold the monopoly. 

The sanctions of the academic market 
owe their specific effectiveness to the fact 
that they are brought to bear with every 
appearance of legitimacy: it is, in fact, as 
though the agents proportioned the invest- 
ments that are placed in production for the 
academic market—investments of time and 
enthusiasm for education on the part of the 


pupils, investments of time, effort, and 
money on the part of families—to the profits 
which they may hope to obtain, over a more 
or less long term, on this market, as though 
the price that they attribute to the sanctions 
of the academic market were in direct rela- 
tion to the price attributed to them by the 
sanctions of this market and to the extent to 
which their economic and symbolic value 
depends on the value which they are recog- 
nized to possess by the academic market. It 
follows from this that the negative predispo- 
sitions towards the school which result in 
the self-elimination of most children from 
the most culturally unfavoured classes and 
sections of a class—such as self-depreciation, 
devaluation of the school and its sanctions, 
or a resigned attitude to failure and 
exclusion—must be understood as an antici- 
pation, based upon the unconscious estima- 
tion of the objective probabilities of success 
possessed by the whole category, of the 
sanctions objectively reserved by the school 
for those classes or sections of a class 
deprived of cultural capital. Owing to the 
fact that it is the product of the internaliza- 
tion of value that the academic market (anti- 
cipating by its formally neutral sanctions the 
sanctions of the symbolic or economic 
market) confers upon the products of the 
family upbringing of the different social 
classes, and of the value which, by their 
objective sanctions, the economic and sym- 
bolic markets confer upon the products of 
educational action according to the social 
class from which they originate, the system 
of dispositions towards the school, under- 
stood as a propensity to consent to the 
investments in time, effort, and money 
necessary to conserve or increase cultural 
capital, tends to redouble the symbolic and 
economic effects of the uneven distribution 
of cultural capital, all the while concealing it 
and, at the same time, legitimating it. The 
functionalist sociologists who announce the 
brave new world when, at the conclusion of 
a longitudinal study of academic and social 
careers, they discover that, as though by a 
pre-established harmony, individuals have 
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hoped for nothing that they have not ob- 
tained and obtained nothing that they have 
not hoped for, are simply the least forgivable 
victims of the ideological effect which is 
produced by the school when it cuts off 
from their social conditions of production 
all predispositions regarding the school such 
as "expectations," “aspirations,” “inclina- 
tions,” or “desire,” and thus tends to cover 
up the fact that objective conditions—and in 
the individual case, the laws of the academic 
market—determine aspirations by determin- 
ing the extent to which they can be satisfied. 

This is only one of the mechanisms by 
which the academic market succeeds in im- 
posing upon those very persons who are its 
victims recognition of the existence of its 
sanctions by concealing from them the 
objective truth of the mechanisms and social 
motives that determine them. To the extent 
to which it is enough for it to be allowed to 
run its own course, that is to say to give free 
play to the laws of cultural transmission, in 
order to ensure the reproduction of the 
structure of distribution of cultural capital, 
the educational system which merely records 
immediate or deferred self-elimination (in 
the form of the self-relegation of children 
from the underprivileged classes to the lower 
educational streams) or encourages elimina- 
tion simply by the effectiveness of a non- 
existent pedagogical practice (able to 
conceal behind patently obvious procedures 
of selection the action of mechanisms tend- 
ing to ensure in an almost automatic way— 
that is to say, in a way which conforms to 
the laws governing all forms of cultural 
transmission—the exclusion of certain cate- 
gories of recipients of the pedagogic mes- 
sage), this educational system masks more 
thoroughly than any other legitimation 
mechanism (imagine for example what 
would be the social effects of an arbitrary 
limitation of the public carried out in the 
name of ethnic or social criteria) the arbi- 
trary nature of the actual demarcation of its 
public, thereby imposing more subtly the 
legitimacy of its products and of its hierar- 
chies. 
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By making social hierarchies and the repro- 
duction of these hierarchies appear to be 
based upon the hierarchy of "gifts," merits, 
or skills established and ratified by its sanc- 
tions, or, in a word, by converting social 
hierarchies into academic hierarchies, the 
educational system fulfils a function of legi- 
timation which is more and more necessary 
to the perpetuation of the *'social order” as 
the evolution of the power relationship 
between classes tends more completely to 
exclude the imposition of a hierarchy based 
upon the crude and ruthless affirmation of 
the power relationship. But does the contin- 
ual increase, in most highly industrialized 
Societies, in the proportion of the members 
of the ruling classes who have passed 
through the university system and the best 
universities lead one to conclude that the 
transmission of cultural capital is tending to 
be substituted purely and simply for the 
transmission of economic capital and owner- 
ship of the means of production in the sys- 
tem of mechanisms of reproduction of the 
structure of class relationships? 

Apart from the fact that the increase in 
the proportion of holders of the most presti- 
gious academic qualifications among the 
members of the ruling classes may mean 
only that the need to call upon academic 
approval in order to legitimate the trans- 
mission of power and of privileges is being 
more and more felt, the effect is as though 
the cultural and educational mechanisms of 
transmission had merely strengthened ог 
taken over from the traditional mechanisms 
such as the hereditary transmissions of eco- 
nomic capital, of a name, or of capital in 
terms of social relations; it is, in fact, as if 
the investments placed in the academic 
career of children had been integrated into 
the system of strategies of reproduction, 
which strategies are more or less compatible 
and more or less profitable depending on the 
type of capital to be transmitted, and by 
which each generation endeavours to trans- 
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mit to the following generation the advan- 
tages it holds. Considering that, on the one 
hand, the ruling classes have at their disposal 
a much larger cultural capital than the other 
classes, even among those who constitute 
what are, relatively, the least well-off sec- 
tions of the ruling classes and who, as has 
been seen, still practise cultural activities to 
at least as great an extent as the most 
favoured sections of the middle class, and 
considering that, on the other hand, they 
also have at their disposal the means of 
ensuring for this capital the best academic 
placing for its investment (that is to say the 
best establishments and the best depart- 
ments), their academic investments cannot 
fail to be extremely profitable, and the seg- 
regation that is established right at the begin- 
ning of secondary education among students 
from different establishments and different 
departments cannot help but be reinforced 
the further one gets into the academic 
course by reason of the continual increase in 
the differences resulting from the fact that 
the most culturally privileged find their way 
into institutions capable of reinforcing their 
advantage. Institutions of higher education 
which ensure or legitimate access to the rul- 
ing classes, and, in particular, the grandes 
écoles (among which must be counted the 
internat de médecine) are therefore to all 
intents and purposes the monopoly of the 
tuling classes. The objective mechanisms 
which enable the ruling classes to keep the 
monopoly of the most prestigious educa- 
tional establishments, while continually 
appearing at least to put the chance of 
possessing that monopoly into the hands of 
every generation, are concealed beneath the 
cloak of a perfectly democratic method of 
selection which takes into account only 
merit and talent, and these mechanisms are 
of a kind which converts to the virtues of 
the system the members of the dominated 
Classes whom they eliminate in the same way 
as they convert those whom they elect, and 
Which ensures that those who are “miracu- 
lously elected” may experience as 
miraculous” an exceptional destiny which 


is the best testimony of academic democ- 
racy. 

Owing to the fact, first, that the academic 
market tends to sanction and to reproduce 
the distribution of cultural capital by pro- 
portioning academic success to the amount 
of cultural capital bequeathed by the family 
(as is shown, for example, by the fact that, 
among the pupils of the grandes écoles, a 
мету pronounced correlation may be 
observed between academic success and the 
family’s cultural capital measured by the 
academic level of the forbears over two gen- 
erations on both sides of the family), and, 
second, because the most privileged sections 
of the dominant classes from the point of 
view of economic capital and power are not 
necessarily the most well-off in terms of 
cultural capital, it may be expected that the 
hierarchy of values attributed by the aca- 
demic market to the products of the educa- 
tional work of the families of the different 
sections will not correspond very closely to 
the hierarchy of these sections with regard 
to economic capital and power. Should it be 
concluded from this that the relative auton- 
omy of the mechanisms of reproduction of 
the structure of cultural capital in relation to 
the mechanisms ensuring the reproduction 
of economic capital is of a kind to cause a 
profound transformation, if not in the struc- 
ture of class relationships (despite the fact 
that the most culturally privileged sections 
of the middle class such as the sons of pri- 
mary school and secondary school teachers 
are able triumphantly to hold their own on 
the academic market against the least cultur- 
ally privileged sections of the upper class), at 
least in the structure of relationships 
between the sections of the dominant 
classes? 

The structure of the distribution of cul- 
tural capital among the different sections of 
the dominant classes may be constructed on 
the basis of the collection of convergent 
indices brought together in the following 
conspectus (see Table 5). 

With the exception of a few inversions in 
which is expressed the action of secondary 
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variables such as place of residence, along 
with the objective possibilities of cultural 
practice which are closely linked to it, and 
income,'? along with the possibilities which 
it offers, it can be seen that the different 
sections are organized according to a single 
hierarchy with the differentiation of the cul- 
tural capital possessed in terms of the kind 
of training received being shown above all in 
the fact that engineers give proof of a greater 
interest in music (and in other leisure activi- 
ties demanding the application of logical 
skills, such as bridge and chess) than in liter- 
ary activities (reading of Le Figaro Littéraire 
or theatre-going). If the proportion of indi- 
viduals who do not possess television (and 
who are distinguished from the possessors of 
that instrument by the fact that they go in 
more often for activities commonly held to 
be the expression of an authentically “cul- 
tured” or refined disposition)? varies 
according to the same law, it is because a 
refusal to indulge in this activity, which is 
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suspected of being “vulgar” by reasons of its 
wide availability (divulgation), is one of the 
least expensive ways of expressing cultural 
pretensions (see Table 6).'* 

These indicators probably tend to mini- 
mize to a large extent the divergences 
between the different sections of the domi- 
nant classes. Indeed, most cultural consumer 
goods also imply an economic cost, theatre- 
going, for instance, depending not only on 
the level of education (in a population of 
executive personnel it ranges from 41 per 
cent to 59 and 68 per cent between the 
primary, secondary, and higher levels) but 
also on income (i.e. 46 per cent for incomes 
less than 20,000 francs per year against 72 
per cent for incomes more than 75,000 
francs); furthermore, equipment such as FM 
radio or hi-fi sets may be used in very differ- 
ent ways (e.g. to listen to modern music or 
dance music), and the value accorded to 
these different utilizations may be just as 
disparate, by reference to the dominant hier- 


Table 6. Reading Habits, Occupational Categories, and Levels of Education 


Top civil Heads of Heads of 

Teachers — servants Professionals Engineers Managers industry commerce 
Detective novels 25 (6) 29 (1) 27 (4) 28 (3) 29 (1) 27 (4) 25 (6) 

Adventure 
stories 16 (7) 20 (3) 18 (6) 24 (1) 22 (2) 19 (4) 19 (4) 
Historical 

accounts 44 (4) 47 (2) 49 (1) 47 (2) 44 (4) 36 (6) 27 (7) 
Art books 28 (2) 20 (3) 31 (1) 19 (5) 20 (3) 17 (6) 14 (7) 
Novels 64 (2) 68 (1) 59 (5) 62 (3) 63 (3) 45 (6) 42 (7) 
Philosophy 20 (1) 13 (3) 12 (5) 13 (3) 15 (2) 10 (7) 12 (5) 
Political essays 15 (1) 12 (2) 9 (4) 7 (5) 10 (3) 5 (6) 4 (7) 
Есопотісѕ 10 (1) 8 (3) 5 (6) 7 (5) 9 (2) 8 (3) 5 (6) 
Sciences 15 (3) 14 (4) 18 (2) 210) 9 (7) 10 (6) 11 (5) 

University Grande école Secondary Technical Primary 
Detective novels 28 27 27 32 24 
Adventure stories 17 14 22 27 17 
Historical accounts 47 49 42 41 25 
Art books 25 24 22 18 10 
Novels 65 54 62 60 35 
Philosophy 19 13 15 11 7 
Political essays 16 14 6 6 3 
Economics 12 19 5 3 4 
Sciences 18 27 1 10 6 
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archy of possible uses, as the different kinds 
of reading or theatre; thus, as is shown in 
Table 6, the position of the different sec- 
tions, arranged in a hierarchy in terms of the 
interest they place in the different kinds of 
reading, tends to draw nearer to their posi- 
tion in the hierarchy set up in terms of 
wealth in cultural capital the more that it is 
a question of reading-matter which depends 
more upon level of education and which is 
placed higher in the hierarchy of degrees of 
cultural legitimacy. 

Everything seems to indicate that the 
choices concerning the theatre follow the 
same principle. Thus, what emerges from 
Table 7, which deserves much more exten- 
sive commentary, is that the overrepresenta- 
tion of teachers (and of students)—which is 
shown by the divergence between their rate 
of attendance at each theatre and their aver- 
age rate of attendance at theatres as a 
whole—in the public of different theatres is 
continually on the decrease, whereas the 
overrepresentation of the other sections 
(heads of firms, higher office staff, and pro- 
fessionals, unfortunately all mixed up 
together in the statistics) undergoes a paral- 
lel increase, when one passes from the 
avant-garde theatre, or theatre considered as 
such, to the classical theatre and, particu- 
larly, from the latter to the thédtre de boule- 
vard which recruits between a third and a 
quarter of its public from among the least 


Table 8. Distribution of Economic Capital 
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“intellectual” dominant 
classes.'® 

With the exception of the liberal profes- 
sions, who occupy, in this field too, a high 
position, the structure of the distribution of 
economic capital is symmetric and opposite 
to the structure of the distribution of cul- 
tural capital—that is to say, in order, heads 
of industry and of commerce, professionals, 
managers, engineers, and, lastly, civil ser- 
vants and teachers (see Table 8).'7 

Analysis of the mobility between sections 
tends to show that the dominant principle of 
the hierarchy formed by the sections is the 
possession of economic capital—to the 
extent, at least, that it is very closely linked 
to the possession of power. Thus, examina- 
tion of the intra-generational mobility of the 
individuals from the different sections who 
are part of the Who’s Who census reveals 
that the proportion of individuals who have 
moved towards the bottom of the hierarchy 
during their career, which is more or less nil 
among business and industrial management, 
increases more and more as one descends the 
hierarchy of the sections as it is formed 
according to the economic criterion. 
Another index which is just as significant is 
the fact that the relationship between the 
proportion of individuals from the dominant 
section of the dominant classes (the heads of 
industry) and the proportion of individuals 
from other social classes in the different 


sections of the 


Heads Heads 0, Civil 
Pee bis d Professionals Managers Engineers — servants Teachers 
Own their own 
residence!* 70 70 54 40 44 38 51 
Upper-category 
automobile 33 34 28 22 21 20 12 
Holidays in hotel 32 26 23 21 17 17 15 
Boat 13 14 14 12 10 8 8 
Average income 
in thousands 
of francs 33 36 41 37 36 32 33 
(Rate of 
nondeclaration) (24) (28) (27) (13) (9) (8) (6) 


502 


Table 9. An Index of Mobility 
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Proportion of sons of Proportion of individuals 


heads of industry from other classes Relationship 
Heads of industry 42.6 20.5 2.0 
Heads of commerce 35.0 19.2 1.8 
Professionals 20.5 16.1 1.2 
Civil servants 11.9 28.0 0.4 
Teachers 15.0 31.0 04 


sections decreases steadily as one descends 
the hierarchy (Table 9). 

Secondary analysis of the national survey 
carried out by the INSEE on inter- 
generational professional mobility makes it 
possible to check that the proportion in each 
section of individuals from the ruling classes 
and the proportion of individuals coming 
from the same section decrease together as 
one descends the hierarchy of the sections, 
with a pronounced division between the 
three sections of the upper position and the 
three sections of the lower position (Table 
10). 

If such is indeed the structure of relation- 
ships between the structure of the distribu- 
tion of cultural capital and the structure of 
the distribution of economic capital among 
the different sections of the ruling classes, it 
may be expected that, to the extent that the 
educational system proportions success to 
cultural capital, the products of the peda- 
gogic work of the different sections receive, 
on the academic market, values which are 
organized along the lines of a hierarchy 
which reproduces the hierarchy of the sec- 


Table 10. Inter-generational Mobility 


tions arranged in terms of their amount of 
cultural capital. And the fact that this 
occurs is all the more certain in that, obey- 
ing a mechanism already analysed, the differ- 
ent sections must tend to invest the capital 
which they may transmit in the market that 
is capable of guaranteeing for it the best 
yield, and they must therefore invest all the 
more in the education of their children in 
that their social success, that is to say, at 
least, their being able to maintain themselves 
in the dominant classes, depends all the 
more completely upon it. 

Those sections which are richest in cul- 
tural capital are more inclined to invest in 
their children’s education at the same time 
as in cultural practices liable to maintain and 
increase their specific rarity; those sections 
which are richest in economic capital set 
aside cultural and educational investments to 
the benefit of economic investments: it is to 
be noted, however, that heads of industry 
and commerce tend to do this much more 
than do the new “bourgeoisie” of the man- 
agers who reveal the same concern for 
tational investment both in the economic 


Heads of Heads of Civil 
Father industry commerce Professionals Engineers servants Teachers 
Heads of industry 33.5 2.8 2:3 6.1 44 1.5 
Heads of commerce 1.9 31.0 - 1.8 5.0 0.8 
Professionals 0.6 0.9 20.0 0.9 24 7.6 
Engineers - - 64 6.7 23 4.6 
Civil servants 1.9 3.3 9.9 13.2 14.3 7.6 
Теасһегѕ 0.6 - 2.9 27 0.3 6.1 
Total ruling class 38.5 38.0 41.5 314 28.7 28.2 
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sphere and in the educational sphere.” 
Relatively well provided for with both forms 
of capital, but not sufficiently integrated 
into economic life to put their capital to 
work within it, the professionals (and espe- 
cially lawyers and doctors) invest in their 
children’s education but also and above all in 
consumer goods capable of symbolizing the 
possession of the material and cultural 
means of conforming to the rules governing 
the bourgeois style of life and thereby guar- 
anteeing a social capital or capital of social 
relationships which will provide, if neces- 
sary, useful “supports”: a capital of honour- 
ability and respectability which is often 
indispensable if one desires to attract clients 
in socially important positions, and which 
may serve as currency, for instance, in a 
political career.?! 

In fact those sections which are richest in 
cultural capital have a larger proportion in 
an educational institution to the extent that 
the institution is highly placed in the specifi- 
cally academic hierarchy of educational 
institutions (measured, for instance, by the 
index of previous academic success); and this 
proportion attains its maximum in the insti- 
tution responsible for ensuring the reproduc- 
tion of the academic body (Ecole Normale 
Supérieure) (Table 11).22 

Owing to the fact that the different insti- 
tutions may be distinguished from each 


other not only in terms of the different 
training that they grant, and, therefore, in 
terms of the type of capital that they 
demand (the proportion of engineers' sons 
being particularly high in the various scien- 
tific institutions—science faculties, 8.1 per 
cent; preparatory classes for the scientific 
grandes écoles, 15.1 per cent; École Poly- 
technique, 19.7 per cent; and the science 
section of the Ecole Normale Supérieure, 
14.5 per cent), but also in terms of the 
careers to which they provide access, the 
specifically academic hierarchy is imposed in 
such a thorough way only upon the children 
of teachers who have been led by their 
family upbringing to identify success with 
academic success. To the extent that it 
records and ratifies the differences separat- 
ing the different sections from the point of 
view of cultural capital (and, secondarily , of 
the type of capital) and of the propensity to 
invest this capital in the academic market 
and in the most favourable sector of this 
market, the educational system tends to 
reproduce (in the double sense of the word) 
the structure of relations between the struc- 
ture of the distribution of cultural capital 
and the structure of the distribution of eco- 
nomic capital among the sections both in 
and by the relations of opposition and com- 
plementarity which define the system of 
institutions of higher education. In fact, to 


Table 11. Cultural Capital and Educational Investment 


Faculty 


Law Medicine 


Science Arts 


Prep. 
class 
for Ulm Ulm 
polytech. ENA Polytech. arts с. 


Proportion 

of teachers’ 

children 3.2 4.5 4.5 
Index of 

previous 

academic 

success 0.4 0.3 


54 9.0 9.9 194 17.7 


1.2 2.0 2.9 3.1 3.6 


ENA: Ecole Nationale d’Administration 
Ulm Arts: Ecole Normale Supérieure d'Ulm (Arts) 


Utm Sc.: École Normale Supérieure d'Ulm (Science) 
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the extent that it is the product of the 
application of two opposed principles of 
hierarchical ordering, the structure of the 
system of institutions of higher education 
may be interpreted in a twofold way: the 
dominant hierarchy within the educational 
institution, і.е. the hierarchy which orders 
the institutions in terms of specifically aca- 
demic criteria and, correlatively, in terms of 
the proportion of those sections richest in 
cultural capital figuring in their public, is 
opposed diametrically to the dominant hier- 
archy outside the educational institution, ie. 
the hierarchy which orders the institutions 
in terms of the proportion in their public of 
those sections richest in economic capital 
(and in power) and according to the position 
in the hierarchy of the economic capital and 
power of the professions to which they 
lead.? The grandes écoles range, therefore, 
in a more or less continuous way, between 
the two extreme poles marked on the one 
hand by the colleges leading to economic 
and politico-administrative power (Poly tech- 
nique, ENA) and on the other hand by the 
colleges leading to teaching and, more gener- 
ally, to the intellectual professions (Ecole 
Normale Supérieure littéraire et scienti- 
fique), with the indices corresponding to one 
of the principles of hierarchization tending 
steadily to diminish as the indices corres- 
ponding to the other principle increase (see 
Table 12). 

Analysis of the specifically academic 
mechanisms according to which apportion- 
ment is effected between the different insti- 
tutions makes it possible to understand one 
of the most subtle forms of the trick (ruse) 
of social reason according to which the aca- 
demic system works objectively towards the 
reproduction of the structure of relations 
between the sections of the dominant classes 
when it appears to make full use of its own 
principles of hierarchical ordering. Know- 
ing, first, that academic success is directly 
dependent on cultural capital and on the 
inclination to invest in the academic market 
(which is itself, as is known, dependent on 
the objective chances of academic success) 
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and, consequently, that the different sec- 
tions are recognized and approved by the 
school system the richer they are in cultural 
capital and are also, therefore, all the more 
disposed to invest in work and academic 
prowess,5 and knowing, second, that the 
support accorded by a category to academic 
sanctions and hierarchies depends not only 
on the rank the school system grants to it in 
its hierarchies but also on the extent to 
which its interests are linked to the school 
system, or, in other words, on the extent to 
which its commercial value and its social 
position depend (in the past as in the future) 
on academic approval, it is possible to under- 
stand why the educational system never 
succeeds quite so completely in imposing 
recognition of its value and of the value of 
its classifications as when its sanctions are 
brought to bear upon classes or sections of a 
class which are unable to set against it any 
rival principle of hierarchical ordering. While 
those sections which are richest in economic 
capital authorize and encourage a life-style 
whose seductions are sufficient to rival the 
ascetic demands of the academic system and 
while they ensure or promise guarantees 
beside which the college's guarantees can 
only appear both costly and of little value 
(“academic qualifications don't give you 
everything”), those sections which are 
richest in cultural capital have nothing to set 
against the attraction exercised by the signs 
of academic approval which make their aca- 
demic prowess worthwhile to them.?° In 
short, the effectiveness of the mechanisms 
by means of which the educational system 
ensures its own reproduction encloses within 
itself its own limitation: although the educa- 
tional system may make use of its relative 
autonomy to propose and impose its own 
hierarchies and the university career which 
serves as its topmost point, it obtains com- 
plete adherence only when it preaches to the 
converted or to lay brethren, to teachers’ 
sons or children from the working or middle 
classes who owe everything to it and expect 
everything of it. Far from diverting for its 
own profit children from the dominant sec- 
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tions of the dominant classes (as one may be 
led to believe by a few striking examples 
which authorize the most conservative sec- 
tions of the bourgeoisie to denounce the 
corruption of youth and teachers or the 
intellectuals to believe in the omnipotence 
of their ideas), it puts off children from the 
other sections and classes from claiming the 
value of their academic investments and 
from drawing the economic and symbolic 
profit which the sons of the dominant sec- 
tion of the ruling classes know how to 
obtain, if necessary, better situated as they 
are to understand the relative value of aca- 
demic verdicts. 

But would the school system succeed so 
completely in diverting for its own profit 
those categories which it recognizes as pos- 
sessing the greatest value (as is shown, for 
instance, by the difference in academic 
quality between students from the ENS and 
those from the ENA) if the diplomas that it 
awards were convertible at par on the mar- 
ket of money and power? The limits of the 
autonomy allowed to the school system in 
the production of its hierarchies coincide 
exactly with the limits objectively assigned 
to its power of guaranteeing outside the aca- 
demic market the economic and symbolic 
value of the diplomas it awards. The same 
academic qualifications receive very variable 
values and functions according to the eco- 
nomic and social capital (particularly the 
capital of relationships inherited from the 
family) which those who hold these qualifi- 
cations have at their disposal and according 
to the markets in which they use them: it is 
known, for instance, that the professional 
success of the former students of the Ecole 
des hautes études commerciales (recruited, 
for the most part, among the Parisian busi- 
ness section) varies far more in relation to 
the way in which they obtained their first 
professional post (ће. through family rela- 
tions or by other ways) than in relation to 
their position in the college-leaving examina- 
tion; it is also known that civil servants 
whose fathers were white-collar workers 
received in 1962 an average yearly salary of 
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18,027 francs as against 29,470 francs for 
civil servants whose fathers were industrial- 
ists or wealthy tradespeople (Praderie 1966: 
346-7). And if, as has been shown by the 
survey carried out by the Boulloche commis- 
sion over 600 firms, only 2.4 per cent of the 
17,000 administrative personnel employed 
by these firms have degrees or are doctors of 
science as against 37 per cent who have 
diplomas from an engineering grande école, 
it is because those who possess the most 
prestigious qualifications also have at their 
disposal an inherited capital of relationships 
and skills which enable them to obtain such 
qualifications; this capital is made up of such 
things as the practice of the games and 
sports of high society or the manners and 
tastes resulting from good breeding, which, 
in certain careers (not to mention matri- 
monial exchanges which are opportunities 
for increasing the social capital of honour- 
ability and relationships), constitute the 
condition, if not the principal factor, of 
success." The habitus inculcated by upper- 
class families gives rise to practices which, 
even if they are without selfish motives, such 
as cultural activities, are extremely profit- 
able to the extent that they make possible 
the acquisition of the maximum yield of 
academic qualifications whenever recruit- 
ment or advancement is based upon co- 
optation or on such diffuse and total criteria 
as “the right presentation,” “general cul- 
ture,” etc.” 

What this amounts to is that, as in a 
pre-capitalist economy in which a guarantee 
is worth as much as the guarantor, the value 
of the diploma, outside the specifically aca- 
demic market, depends on the economic and 
social values of the person who possesses it, 
inasmuch as the yield of academic capital 
(which is a converted form of cultural capi- 
tal) depends upon the economic and social 
capital which can be put to its valorization: 
for the industrialist’s son who comes out of 
HEC, the diploma is only an additional 
qualification to his legitimately succeeding 
his father or to his occupying the director’s 
post guaranteed for him by his network of 
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family relations, whereas the white-collar 
worker’s son, whose only way of obtaining 
the same diploma was by means of academic 
success, cannot be sure of obtaining a post 
of commercial attaché in the same firm.” 
In a word, if, as is shown by the analysis of 
the social and academic characteristics of the 
individuals mentioned in Who's Who, the 
diploma is all the more indispensable for 
those from families less favoured in eco- 
nomic and social capital, the fact remains 
that the educational system is less and less in 
a position to guarantee the value of the 
qualifications that it awards the further one 
goes away from the domain that it controls 
completely, namely, that of its own repro- 
duction; and the reason for this is that the 
possession of a diploma, as prestigious as it 
may be, is in any case less and less capable of 
guaranteeing access to the highest positions 
and is never sufficient to guarantee in itself 
access to economic power. Inversely, as is 
shown by the diagram of correlation, access 
to the dominant classes and, а fortiori, to 
the dominant sections of the dominant 
classes, is relatively independent of the 
chances of gaining access to higher education 
for those individuals from sections closest to 
economic and politico-administrative power, 
ie. top civil servants and heads of industry 
and commerce.? It would appear, there- 
fore, that the further one goes away from 
the jurisdiction of the school system the 
more the diploma loses its particular effec- 
tiveness as a guarantee of a specific qualifica- 
tion opening into a specific career according 
to formalized and homogeneous rules, and 
becomes a simple condition of authorization 
and a right of access which can be given full 
value only by the holders of a large capital 
of social relationships (particularly in the 
liberal professions) and is, at its extreme 
limit, when all it does is legitimate heritage, 
but a kind of optional guarantee. 

Thus the relative autonomy enjoyed by 
the academic market on account of the fact 
that the structure of distribution of cultural 
capital is not exactly the same as the struc- 
ture of economic capital and of power gives 


the appearance of a justification for merito- 
cratic ideology, according to which academic 
justice provides a kind of resort or revenge 
for those who have no other resources than 
their "intelligence" or their “merit,” only if 
one chooses to ignore, first, that “intelli- 
gence” or academic goodwill represents but 
one particular form of capital which comes 
to be added, in most cases, to the possession 
of economic capital and the correlative 
capital of power and social relationships, 
and, second, that the holders of economic 
power have more chances than those who 
are deprived of it also to possess cultural 
capital and, in any case, to be able to do 
without it since academic qualifications are a 
weak currency and possess all their value 
only within the limits of the academic mar- 
ket. 


NOTES 


1. We have translated approximately as follows: 
salarié agricole, agricultural worker; agriculteur, 
farmer; ouvrier, worker; employé, white-collar 
worker; artisan-commercant, craftsman and trades- 
man; cadre moyen, intermediate office staff; cadre 
supérieur, higher office staff; profession libérale, 
professional; patrons de l'industrie et du com- 
merce, heads of industry and commerce, 

2. Household consumption, INSEE-CREDOC sur- 
vey carried out in 1956 of 20,000 households— 
tables of household consumption by socio-profes- 
sional categories. 

3. Syndicat national des éditeurs (National Union 
of Publishers), “La clientéle du livre," July 1967, 
survey carried out by the IFOP. 

4. Syndicat national des éditeurs, “La lecture et le 
livre en France," January-April 1960, survey car- 
ried out by the IFOP. 

5. Survey of theatre attendance in the Parisian 
region carried out by the IFOP, 1964. 

6. Survey of theatre attendance, SOFRES, June 
1964. The rates established by the SOFRES survey 
are distinctly lower, especially as far as the middle 
classes are concerned, than those that emerge from 
the IFOP surveys. The probable reason for this is 
partly to be found in the fact that the SOFRES 
survey was based on a national sample whereas the 
IFOP survey covered only the Parisian region, and 
the structure of class relations is decidedly differ- 
ent in Paris and in the provinces, particularly in the 
field of culture, since the gap between the upper 
classes and the middle classes is much less pro- 
nounced in Paris. The reason is also to be found in 
the fact that the SOFRES based its inquiries not 
on “normal” attendance rhythms but on real 
theatre attendance during the past year (theatre 
used in the restrictive sense, i.e. as opposed to 
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opera, musical comedy, and music hall, concerning 
which questions were also asked). In spite of this 
the SOFRES report quite rightly observes that the 
attendance rates were probably overestimated, 
first, because the question made no distinction 
between professional theatre and amateur theatre 
(and yet in 1963 there were, in the provinces, 
19,000 amateur performances as opposed to 
13,000 professional performances) and, second, 
because it may be assumed that refusals to reply 
were more numerous among those whose atten- 
dance rates were low and that those who replied to 
the questions exaggerated the extent to which they 
practised such a prestigious activity. 

7. Cf. P. Bourdieu & A. Darbel (1969: 40). 

8. In order to realize that specific rarity in the 
field of culture is not connected to the goods but 
to the instruments of appropriation of those goods, 
it is sufficient to consider those statistics wherein it 
may be seen that the possession of the material 
instruments of appropriation of music (which, as is 
known, increases in proportion to income and level 
of education) is not enough to ensure symbolic 
appropriation; the extent to which the reception of 
France-Musique (which broadcasts classical music 
almost exclusively, that is to say 96.6 hours a 
week) varies is still very large among possessors of 
FM radio. 

9. Concerning this concept, see Bourdieu & Darbel 
(1969: 104-10), 

10. The extremely close relationship that may be 
observed between museum attendance and level of 
education, on the one hand, and early attendance 
at museums, on the other hand, follows the same 
logic. 

11. SOFRES (1964), 
supérieurs francais, Paris. 
12. The heads of industry questioned more often 
live in small towns than do the heads of com- 
merce—40 per cent against 33 per cent, of whom 
27 per cent against 15 per cent live in rural com- 
munities; members of public or private administra- 
tion and engineers reside more often than teachers 
and professionals (a large proportion of whom—28 
per cent-live in small towns) in towns with more 
than 100,000 inhabitants, that is to say, 66 per 
cent for the first two categories, 65 per cent for 
the third, and 60 per cent for the last two, which 
doubtless explains the inversions as far as the 
theatre is concerned. Apart from place of resi- 
dence, the effect of income, which is easily higher 
in the liberal professions than in the public ser- 
vices, doubtless explains the other inversions ob- 
served, particularly as far as the possession of FM 
radio sets or exhibition attendance are concerned. 
13. Here are some indicators of the opposition 
between the two systems of dispositions, an ele- 
ment of which is the refusal of television: 


Le Marché des cadres 
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14. A number of indicators suggest that the differ- 
ent sections of the dominant classes can also be 
distinguished according to the amount of free time 
at their disposal, Thus, for example, the proportion 
of individuals who go on holiday varies from 95 
per cent for teachers, to 92 per cent for engineers, 
91 per cent for civil servants, 89 per cent for 
professionals, 87 per cent for managers, and 81 and 
80 per cent for heads of industry and of com- 
merce. The effect of this principle of differentia- 
tion is to be seen in a number of activities pos- 
sessed of a cultural dimension, such as the use of 
radio or television. 

15. The figures in parentheses represent the posi- 
tions of each section. The readership of economic 
and scientific works has been given separately inas- 
much as interest in these kinds of literature 
depends on secondary factors, namely the kind of 
professional activity for some (hence the positions 
of managers, heads of industry and of commerce) 
and the kind of intellectual training for others 
(hence the positions of the engineers). 

16. Based on SEMA, Le Théâtre et son public, 
Vol. 2, Table 215a. 

17. None of the indices of consumption (auto- 
mobile, boat, hotel) is perfectly univocal (to the 
extent that the first also depends on the type of 
professional activity and the other two on the 
capital in free time, which is very unevenly spread 
between the sections); possession of a residence 
depends, further, on there being a stable residence 
(and this is less likely as far as civil servants, engi- 
neers, and teachers are concerned). Lastly, the 
incomes of the different categories have been very 
unevenly minimized (the rate of non-declaration 
may be seen as an indicator of the tendency to 
under-declare). A strict evaluation of the incomes 
of the different sections would presuppose the 
inventory of the secondary profits connected with 
the different professions. It is known, for instance, 
that managers and some engineers often have a car 
(and sometimes a chauffeur) at their disposal, pro- 
vided by the firm which sometimes puts the gen- 
eral maid or the cleaning woman on a salaried 
basis. The survey quoted makes it possible to form 
an idea of the secondary profits, which are easily 
concealed, obtained by the different professions, 
Such as business meals (26 per cent for heads of 
industry and for managers, 22 per cent for engi- 
neers, 17 per cent for heads of commerce, 14 per 
cent for civil servants, against only 10 per cent for 
Professionals and 4 per cent for teachers) or busi- 
ness trips (41 per cent for heads of industry, 36 per 
cent for managers, 35 per cent for engineers, 31 
per cent for heads of commerce, against 19 per 
cent for civil servants, 16 per cent for profes- 
sionals, and 4 per cent for teachers). 

18. Among the personalities mentioned in Who's 


Listen to 


Play a Visit Go to 
classical musical museums Visit Play the 

. music instrument or exhibitions art galleries bridge theatre 
Possess television 82 12 EOTS AS N 19 55 
Do not possess television 91 15 70 53 28 10 
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Who, the following proportions in the following 
occupational categories reside in the districts which 
contain the highest proportion of families of 
executives in relation to the total number of house- 
holds (7th, 8th, and 16th arrondissements): 39.7 
per cent of the heads of industry and commerce, 
40 per cent of those in senior administration, 31 
per cent of those in the liberal professions, and 22 
per cent of the teachers. 

19. The opposition that is set up, within the mid- 
dle class, between intermediate office staff (and in 
particular primary-school teachers) and medium- 
sized industrial and business management is the 
homologue of the opposition, within the upper 
class, between secondary-school teachers and the 
heads of industry and commerce. It is not by 
chance that the ideology of the academic meritoc- 
racy is particularly deep-rooted in those sections of 
the middle class which are richest in cultural 
capital and that ascent through two generations 
(from peasant to primary-school teacher to second- 
ary-school teacher) is so often invoked by cham- 
pions of “the liberating effect of the school.” 
Indeed, primary-school teachers (along with sub- 
ordinate categories in secondary education) and, 
more generally, members of the public administra- 
tive sector of intermediate rank occupy a very 
strange position, on the hinge of the middle classes 
and the dominant classes. Owing to the privileged 
position that they occupy in terms of the educa- 
tional system, they can triumphantly hold their 
own in academic competition with the other sec- 
tions, which are richer in economic capital, and 
even with those sections of the dominant classes 
which are least prosperous in cultural capital. Since 
the logic that governs the relationship between 
secondary-school teachers and the other members 
of the dominant classes is a fortiori applicable to 
primary-school teachers, their children must pay 
for their being allowed into the dominant classes 
(where they form about 25 per cent) by being 
relegated to the positions of teaching, or industrial 
or administrative technicians. 

20. Managers have a much more ''modernistic" 
style of life than do the traditional **bourgeoisie"— 
the heads of industry and commerce: they attain 
positions of power at a younger age; they more 
often possess university qualifications; they more 
often belong to larger and more modern businesses; 
they are the largest group to read the financial 
newspaper Les Échos (penetration index of 126 as 
opposed to 91 for heads of industry) and weeklies 
dealing with economics and finance (penetration 
index of 224 as against 190 for heads of industry); 
they seem less inclined to invest their capital in real 
estate; they indulge more often in “modern” lei- 
sure activities such as ski-ing, yachting, etc. Above 
all, they more completely identify themselves with 
the role of the modern executive who looks 
towards foreign countries (along with members of 
the civil servants and engineers, they make the 
highest rate of journeys abroad) and who is open 
to modern ideas (as is shown by their very active 
participation in professional symposia or seminars, 
with 30 per cent of them taking part in such 
activities at least three or four times a year, as 
against 26 per cent for civil servants and heads of 


commerce, 25 per cent for engineers, and 17 per 
cent for heads of industry). A final, apparently 
minor, but in fact very significant, sign of this 
opposition can be seen in the varying proportions 
of members of the different sections who state that 
they have a permanent supply of whisky or cham- 
pagne in their homes: for whisky, the figures are 81 
per cent for managers, 80 per cent for engineers, 
74 per cent for professionals, 69 per cent for civil 
servants, 62 per cent for heads of commerce, and 
58 per cent for teachers; and for champagne, 80 
per cent for heads of industry, 75 per cent for 
heads of commerce and professionals, 73 per cent 
for managers, 72 per cent for top civil servants and 
engineers, and 49 per cent for teachers. 

21. Only a survey such as the one that is being 
carried out at the present time at the Centre de 
Sociologie Européenne, whose object is to grasp 
the systems of the reproduction strategies of the 
different sections and to determine, in particular, 
the place of educational investment within each 
one of these systems, could make it possible to 
validate these hypotheses and render them more 
subtle. We shall content ourselves, therefore, with 
provisionally reporting some indices which seem to 
confirm the propositions put forward above, par- 
ticularly in relation to the liberal professions. 
According to the SOFRES survey already quoted, 
the hierarchy of the sections in terms of an index 
of status (based on possession of goods such as a 
drier, a freezer, a dish-washer, a record-player, 
high-fidelity equipment, FM radio, tape-recorder, 
camera and slide-projection equipment, cine- 
camera, caravan, boat, high-category car, second 
residence) is found to be: professionals (5.1), engi- 
neers (4.8), managers (4.7), heads of industry 
(4.6), heads of commerce (4.4), top civil servants 
(4.4), teachers (4.2). In the most highly selected 
population of Who's Who, membership of clubs 
and, inscription in le Bottin Mondain are dis- 
tributed as follows: heads of industry and com- 
merce (49.5 and 32.6), law (38.1 and 36.5), medi- 
cine (30.1 and 28.9), top civil servants (25.7 and 
24.4), university (24.3 and 22). Readership of the 
newspaper Les Échos, which is an index of partici- 
pation in the economy and of information con- 
cerning finance, is distributed as follows 
(SOFRES): managers (126), heads of industry 
(91), top civil servants (68), engineers (66), profes- 
sionals and heads of commerce (15), teachers (0). 
In the same way, the penetration index of the 
economic and financial weeklies is only 124 for the 
liberal professions as against 190 for heads of 
industry, 224 for managers, and 250 for engineers. 
The final revealing index of the particular position 
of the professionals and, more specifically, of the 
doctors, is the fact that 30 per cent of the doctors 
registered in Who's Who belong to the local politi- 
cal circle. 

22. The analyses proposed below are based upon a 
systematic group of surveys, carried out over the 
last few years by the Centre de Sociologie Euro- 
péenne, of the faculties of arts, sciences, law, and 
medicine, and of all the literary and scientific 
grandes écoles and of the preparatory classes for 
these colleges. The guiding idea behind this re- 
search was that of treating the institutions of 
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higher education as a system, and of building the 
structure of the relationships which unite them. In 
short, the intention was to break with the (con- 
sciously or unconsciously) monographic approach 
of most research work dealing with higher educa- 
tion—research which is bent on ignoring the most 
specific properties of the different institutions, 
namely, those they owe to their position in the 
system of institutions and to the effects of struc- 
tural distinction which that position allows. Thus 
studies centred on the arts or science faculties 
which omit to situate these institutions in relation 
to the preparatory classes for the grandes écoles 
and to the grandes écoles themselves do not make 
it possible to understand or explain what is owed 
by the social and academic recruitment of the 
public of these institutions, by the pedagogy which 
they put into practice, or by the careers to which 
they give access, to the fact that these are second- 
class establishments to which are relegated children 
from the middie and working classes who manage 
to get into higher education or else a form of 
refuge for the children from the dominant classes 
whose academic results have not allowed them into 
the most prestigious institutions. Likewise, most 
studies devoted to any of the grandes écoles are 
not different in any clear-cut way from studies 
carried out for practical or justificatory ends by 
old boys’ and teachers’ associations in that they 
reveal, more often than not, the survival of a rela- 
tionship of enchantment to the school which may 
be concealed just as well by the false distance of 
objectivity as in the resounding break or disen- 
chanted reversal of a first relationship of enchant- 
ment. The supposition underlying such a 
methodological project was that, at the risk of 
showing a loss in the specific information relating 
to each institution, the technical operations— 
starting with the construction of questionnaires or 
of analysis grids-should be subordinated to the 
imperatives of comparability: that which, at the 
beginning, might appear as a rather crippling 
abstraction appeared as the condition of the emer- 
gence of the most specific characteristics whereas 
certain concessions which were made with an eye 
to taking into account particularities (and espe- 
cially the most apparent features by means of 
which each grande école is endowed with a set 
idiosyncrasy) prevented, in the last analysis, the 
making of comparisons capable of resulting in the 
principle of really pertinent differences, 

23. The discordance between the two hierarchies 
and the predominance, within the institution, of 
the specifically academic hierarchy is at the basis 
of the meritocratic illusion whose most typical 
form is the ideology of the “liberating effects of 
the school” along with the indignation aroused 
among teaching staff, who are the first victims of 
this kind of academic ethnocentrism, at the dis- 
cordance between the social hierarchies and the 
academic hierarchies. 

24. If the role of the system of institutions of 
higher education in the reproduction of the rela- 
tions between the sections of the dominant classes 
often goes unnoticed, it is because surveys of 
mobility accord more attention to mobility 
between classes than to mobility within the differ- 
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ent classes and, in particular, within the dominant 
classes. Another reason is that the analytic and 
atomistic mode of thought which governs research 
into mobility does not allow the classical surveys 
of “elites” to go beyond the apprehension of phe- 
nomena such as simple professional heredity. In 
fact, the structure of relations between the sections 
may remain unaltered while the population that 
forms them undergoes a profound change: thus, to 
take but one example, the structure of relations 
between the intellectual and artistic sections and 
the other sections of the dominant classes has 
remained more or less unchanged in France since 
the middle of the nineteenth century, whereas the 
social recruitment of artists and intellectuals has 
varied considerably according to the period. 

25. For an analysis of the dialectic of approval and 
recognition at the final stage of which the school 
recognizes its members, or, in other words, those 
who recognize the school, see P. Bourdieu & M. de 
Saint-Martin (1970). 

26. Adherence to values conveyed by catholic tra- 
dition doubtless contributes to a certain extent to 
the turning away of children of the dominant sec- 
tions of the dominant classes from academic 
careers in university or intellectual posts, and it 
does this both directly, by provoking a certain 
suspicion towards learning and its values, and 
indirectly, by promoting (with an eye to ensuring 
for the children that they “mix with the right 
people,” that is, by ensuring the social homoge- 
neity of the peer group and the guarantee of 
“morality”) the choice of private educational 
establishments whose educational yield is known 
to be lower, all other things being equal. Among 
the individuals mentioned in Who's Who, the rates 
of former students of private colleges are 55.3 per 
cent, 36.2 per cent, 18,5 per cent, and 16 per cent, 
respectively, for business, law, top-level administra- 
tion and medicine, and the university. 

27. The proportion of students who play bridge or 
practise the "smart" sports increases the nearer one 
approaches the pole of economic power. 

28. Any analysis which tends to consider cultural 
consumption as simple “conspicuous consump- 
tion," neglecting the directly palpable gratifica- 
tions which always supplement symbolic gratifica- 
tions, may well cause this fact to be forgotten. The 
simple ostentation of material prosperity, although 
it may not have such an obvious legitimating func- 
tion as cultural ostentation, has at least the effect, 
in certain sections of the dominant classes, of 
vouching for success and of attracting confidence, 
esteem, and respect which, in certain professions, 
particularly the liberal ones, may serve as an impor- 
tant factor of success. 

29, Secondary analysis of the survey carried out 
by the INSEE on professional mobility also allows 
it to be established that the positions occupied in 
firms by engineers, higher office staff, and techni- 
cians are closely linked to social origin, with the 
sons of primary and secondary teachers and of 
professionals, for instance, being the most repre- 
sented sections in management positions whereas 
the qualified sons of labourers, foremen, and 
technicians are the most represented sections in 
production, manufacture, and maintenance. 
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30. The fact that entrance into the liberal profes- 
sions presupposes the possession of high academic 
qualifications should not conceal the fact that 
access to the highest positions in these professions 
doubtless depends scarcely any less than it does in 
the industrial and commercial sector on the posses- 
sion of economic and social capital, as is shown by 
the presence of a very high rate of professional 
heredity, particularly in the elite of the medical 
profession where can be found veritable dynasties 
of chief doctors. 
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30. Class and Pedagogies: Visible and Invisible 


I shall examine some of the assumptions and 
the cultural context of a particular form of 
preschool/infant school pedagogy. A form 
which has at least the following charac- 
teristics: 


(1) Where the control of the teacher over 
the child is implicit rather than explicit. 

(2) Where, ideally, the teacher arranges 
the context which the child is expected to 
re-arrange and explore. 

(3) Where within this arranged context, 
the child apparently has wide powers over 
what he selects, over how he structures, and 
over the time scale of his activities. 

(4) Where the child apparently regulates 
his own movements and social relationships. 

(5) Where there is a reduced emphasis 
upon the transmission and acquisition of 
specific skills (see Note I). 

(6) Where the criteria for evaluating the 
pedagogy are multiple and diffuse and so not 
easily measured. 
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INVISIBLE PEDAGOGY AND INFANT 
EDUCATION 


One can characterise this pedagogy as an 
invisible pedagogy. In terms of the concepts 
of classification and frame, the pedagogy is 
realised through weak classification and 
weak frames. Visible pedagogies are realised 
through strong classification and strong 
frames. The basic difference between visible 
and invisible pedagogies is in the manner in 
which criteria are transmitted and in the 
degree of specificity of the criteria. The 
more implicit the manner of transmission 
and the more diffuse the criteria the more 
invisible the pedagogy; the more specific the 
criteria, the more explicit the manner of 
their transmission, the more visible the 
pedagogy. These definitions will be extended 
later in the paper. If the pedagogy is invisi- 
ble, what aspects of the child have high 
visibility for the teacher? I suggest two 
aspects. The first arises out of an inference 
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the teacher makes from the child’s ongoing 
behaviour about the developmental stage of 
the child. This inference is then referred to a 
concept of readiness. The second aspect of 
the child refers to his external behaviour and 
is conceptualised by the teacher as busyness. 
The child should be busy doing things. These 
inner (readiness) and outer (busyness) 
aspects of the child can be transformed into 
one concept of “ready to do.” The teacher 
infers from the “doing” the state of “readi- 
ness” of the child as it is revealed in his 
present activity and as this state adumbrates 
future “doing.” 

We can briefly note in passing a point 
which will be developed later. In the same 
way as the child’s reading releases the child 
from the teacher and socialises him into the 
privatised solitary learning of an explicit 
anonymous past (i.e. the textbook), so busy 
children (children doing) release the child 
from the teacher but socialise him into an 
ongoing inter-actional present in which the 
past is invisible and so implicit (i.e. the 
teachers’ pedagogical theory). Thus a non- 
doing child in the invisible pedagogy is the 
equivalent of a non-reading child in the visi- 
ble pedagogy. (However, a non-reading child 
may be at a greater disadvantage and experi- 
ence greater difficulty than a “non-doing” 
child.) 

The concept basic to the invisible peda- 
gogy is that of play. This is not the place to 
submit this concept to logical analysis, but a 
few points may be noted. 

(1) Play is the means by which the child 
exteriorises himself to the teacher. Thus the 
more he plays and the greater the range of 
his activities, the more of the child is made 
available to the teacher's screening. Thus, 
play is the fundamental concept with “‘readi- 
ness” and “doing” as subordinate concepts. 
Although not all forms of doing are con- 
sidered as play (hitting another child, for 
example) most forms can be so charac- 
terised. 

(2) Play does not merely describe an 
activity, it also contains an evaluation of 
that activity. Thus, there is productive and 
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less productive play, obsessional and free- 
ranging play, solitary and social play. Play is 
not only an activity, it entails a theory from 
which interpretation, evaluation and diag- 
nosis are derived and which also indicates a 
progression. A theory which the child can 
never know in the way a child can know the 
criteria which are realised in visible peda- 
вору. Play implies a potentially all- 
embracing theory, for it covers nearly all if 
not all the child's doing and not doing. As a 
consequence, a very long chain of inference 
has to be set up to connect the theory with 
any one exemplar (“а doing" or a "not 
doing"). The theory gives rise to a total—but 
invisible—surveillance of the child, because it 
relates his inner dispositions to all his exter- 
nal acts. The “spontaneity” of the child is 
filtered through this surveillance and then 
implicitly shaped according to interpreta- 
tion, evaluation and diagnosis. 

(3) Both the means and ends of play are 
multiple and change with time. Because of 
this, the stimuli must be, on the whole, 
highly abstract, available to be contextual- 
ised by the child, and so the unique doing of 
each child is facilitated. Indeed, play encour- 
ages each child to make his own mark. 
Sometimes however, the stimulus may be 
very palpable when the child is invited to 
feel a leaf, or piece of velour, but what is 
expected is a unique response of the child to 
his own sensation. What is the code for read- 
ing the marks; a code the child can never 
know, but implicitly acquires. How does he 
do this? 

(4) The social basis of this theory of play 
is not an individualised act, but a person- 
alised act; not strongly framed, but weakly 
framed encounters. Its social structure may 
be characterised as one of overt personalised 
organic solidarity, but covert mechanical 
solidarity. Visible pedagogies create social 
structures which may be characterised as 
covert individualised organic solidarity and 
overt mechanical solidarity.’ (See later dis- 
cussion.) 

(5) In essence, play is work and work is 
play. We can begin to see here the class 
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origins of the theory. For the working class, 
work and play are very strongly classified 
and framed; for certain sub-groups of the 
middle class, work and play are weakly clas- 
sified and weakly framed. For these sub- 
groups, no strict line may be drawn between 
work and play. Work carries what is often 
called "intrinsic" satisfactions, and therefore 
is not confined to one context. However, 
from another point of view, work offers the 
opportunity of symbolic narcissism which 
combines inner pleasure and outer prestige. 
Work for certain sub-groups of the middle 
class is a personalised act in a privatised 
social structure. These points will be devel- 
oped later. 


THEORIES OF LEARNING AND 
INVISIBLE PEDAGOGY 


We are now in a position to analyse the 
principles underlying the selection of 
theories of learning which invisible рге- 
school infant school pedagogies will adopt. 
Such pedagogies will adopt any theory of 
learning which has the following character- 
istics. 

(1) The theories in general will be seeking 
universals and thus are likely to be develop- 
mental and concerned with sequence. A 
particular context of learning is only of 
interest in as much as it throws light on a 
sequence. Such theories are likely to have a 
strong biological bias. 

(2) Learning is a tacit, invisible act, its 
progression is not facilitated by explicit 
public control. 

(3) The theories will tend to abstract the 
child’s personal biography and local context 
from his cultural biography and institutional 
context. 

(4) In a sense, the theories see socialisers 
as potentially, if not actually, dangerous, as 
they embody an adult focused, therefore 
reified concept of the socialised. Exemplary 
models are relatively unimportant and so the 
various theories in different ways point 
towards implicit rather than explicit hier- 
archical social relationships. Indeed, the 


imposing exemplar is transformed into a 
facilitator. 

(5) Thus the theories can be seen as inter- 
rupters of cultural reproduction and there- 
fore have been considered by some as pro- 
gressive or even revolutionary. Notions of 
child's time replace notions of adult's time, 
notions of child's space replace notions of 
adult's space; facilitation replaces imposition 
and accommodation replaces domination. 

We now give a group of theories, which 
despite many differences fulfil at a most 
abstract level all or nearly all of the five 
conditions given previously: 


Piaget 10,0: 3; 4365 
Freud ПИС а] 
Chomsky ШИК a: ak 
Ethological theories of 

critical learning 2d. 
Gestalt 213-4. 5 


What is of interest is that these theories form 
rather a strange, if not contradictory group. 
They are often selected to justify a specific 
element of the pedagogy. They form in a 
way the theology of the infant school. We 
can see how the crucial concept of play and 
the subordinate concepts of readiness and 
doing fit well with the above theories. We 
can also note how the invisibility of the 
pedagogy fits with the invisible tacit act of 
learning. We can also see that the pre- 
school/infant school movement from one 
point of view is a progressive, revolutionary, 
colonising movement in its relationships to 
parents, and in its relationship to educa- 
tional levels above itself. It is antagonistic 
for different reasons to middle class (m.c.) 
and working class (w.c.) families, for both 
create a deformation of the child. It is antag- 
onistic to educational levels above itself, 
because of its fundamental opposition to 
their concepts of learning and social relation- 
ships. We can note here that as a result the 
child is abstracted from his family and his 
future educational contexts. 

Of central importance is that this peda- 
gogy brings together two groups of educa- 
tionists who are at the extremes of the 
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educational hierarchy, infant school teachers 
and University teachers and researchers. The 
consequence has been to professionalise and 
raise the status of the pre-school/infant 
school teacher; a status not based upon a 
specific competence, a status based upon a 
weak educational identity (no subject). The 
status of the teachers from this point of view 
is based upon a diffuse, tacit, symbolic con- 
trol which is legitimised by a closed explicit 
ideology, the essence of weak classification 
and weak frames. 


CLASS AND THE INVISIBLE PEDAGOGY 


From our previous discussion, we can ab- 
stract the following: 

(1) The invisible pedagogy is an inter- 
rupter system, both in relation to the family 
and in its relation to other levels of the 
educational heriarchy. 

(2) It transforms the privatised social 
Structures and cultural contexts of visible 
pedagogies into a personalised social struc- 
ture and personalised cultural contexts, 

(3) Implicit nurture reveals unique 

nature, 
The question is what is it interrupting? The 
invisible pedagogy was first institutionalised 
in the private sector for a fraction of the 
m.c.—the new т.с. If the ideologies of the 
old m.c. were institutionalised in the public 
schools and through them into the grammar 
schools, so the ideology of the new m.c. was 
first institutionalised in private pre-schools, 
then private/public secondary schools, and 
finally into the state system, at the level of 
the infant school. Thus the conflict between 
visible and invisible pedagogies, from this 
point of view, between strong and weak clas- 
sification and frames, is an ideological 
conflict with the m.c. The ideologies of 
education are still the ideologies of class. 
The old m.c. were domesticated through the 
strong classification and frames of the family 
and public schools, which attempted, often 
very successfully, cultural reproduction. But 
what social type was reproduced? 

We know that every industrialised society 
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produces organic solidarity. Now Durkheim, 
it seems to me, was concerned with only one 
form of such solidarity-the form which 
created individualism. Durkheim was inter- 
ested in the vicissitudes of the types as their 
classification and framing were no longer, or 
only weakly, morally integrated, or when 
the individual's relation to the classification 
and frames underwent a change. His analysis 
is based upon the old m.c. He did not fore- 
see, although his conceptual procedures 
make this possible, a form of organic solidar- 
ity based upon weak classification and weak 
frames; that is, a form of solidarity devel- 
oped by the new m.c. Durkheim's organic 
solidarity refers to individuals in privatised 
class relationships; the second form of 
organic solidarity refers to persons in pri- 
vatised class relationships. The second form 
of organic solidarity celebrates the apparent 
release, not of the individual, but of the 
persons and new forms of social control (see 
Note II). Thus, we can distinguish individ- 
ualised and personalised forms of organic 
solidarity within the m.c., each with their 
own distinctive and conflicting ideologies 
and each with their own distinctive and con- 
flicting forms of socialisation and symbolic 
reality.^ These two forms arise out of 
developments of the division of labour 
within class societies. Durkheim's individ- 
ualised organic solidarity developed out of 
the increasing complexity of the economic 
division of labour; personalised organic 
solidarity, it is suggested, develops out of 
increases in the complexity of the division of 
labour of cultural or symbolic control which 
the new m.c. have appropriated. The new 
m.c. is an interrupter system, clearly not of 
class relationships, but of the form of their 
reproduction. In Bourdieu's terms, there has 
been a change in habitus, but not in func- 
tion. This change in habitus has had far 
reaching effects on the selective institu- 
tionalisation of symbolic codes and codings 
in the areas of sex, aesthetics, and upon 
preparing and repairing agencies, such as the 
family, school, and mental hospitals. In all 
these areas there has been a shift towards 
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weak classification and frames (see Note 
Ш). 

This conflict within the т.с. is realised 
sharply in different patterns of the socialisa- 
tion of the young. In the old m.c., socialisa- 
tion is into strong classification and strong 
framing, where the boundaries convey 
tacitly critical condensed messages. In the 
new m.c., socialisation is into weak classifi- 
cation and weak frames, which promote, 
through the explicitness of the communica- 
tion code, far greater ambiguity and drive 
this class to make visible the ideology of its 
socialisation; crucial to this ideology is the 
concept of the person not of the individual. 
Whereas the concept of the individual leads 
to specific, unambiguous role identities and 
relatively inflexible role performances, the 
concept of the person leads to ambiguous 
personal identity and flexible role perfor- 
mances. Both the old and the new m.c. draw 
upon biological theories, but of very differ- 
ent types. The old m.c. held theories which 
generated biologically fixed types, where 
variety of the type constituted a threat to 
cultural reproduction. The new m.c. also 
hold theories which emphasise a fixed bio- 
logical type, but they also hold that the type 
is capable of great variety. This, in essence, is 
a theory which points towards social mobil- 
ity—towards a meritocracy. For the old m.c., 
variety must be severely reduced in order to 
ensure cultural reproduction; for the new 
m.c., the variety must be encouraged in 
order to ensure interruption. Reproduction 
and interruption are created by variations in 
the strength of classifications and frames 
(see Note IV). As these weaken, so the social- 
isation encourages more of the socialised to 
become visible, his uniqueness to be made 
manifest. Such socialisation is deeply pene- 
trating, more total as the surveillance 
becomes more invisible. This is the basis of 
control which creates personalised organic 
solidarity. Thus the forms of socialisation 
within these two conflicting fractions of the 
m.c. are the origins of the visible and invisi- 
ble pedagogies of the school. We have a 
homologue between the interruption of the 


new m.c. of the reproduction of the old and 
the interruption of the new educational 
pedagogy of the reproduction of the old; be- 
tween the conflict within the m.c. and the 
conflict between the two pedagogies: yet it 
is the conflict between and interruption of 
forms of transmission of class relationships. 
This point we will now develop. The new 
m.c. like the proponents of the invisible 
pedagogy are caught in a contradiction; for 
their theories are at variance with their 
objective class relationship. A deep rooted 
ambivalence is the ambience of this group. 
On the one hand, they stand for variety 
against inflexibility, expression against 
repression, the inter-personal against the 
inter-positional; on the other hand, there is 
the grim obduracy of the division of labour 
and of the narrow pathways to its positions 
of power and prestige. Under individualised 
organic solidarity, property has an essen- 
tially physical nature, however, with the 
development of personalised organic solidar- 
ity, although property in the physical sense 
remains crucial, it has been partly psychol- 
ogised and appears in the form of ownership 
of valued skills made available in educational 
institutions. Thus, if the new m.c. is to 
repeat its position in the class structure, then 
appropriate secondary socialisation into 
privileged education becomes crucial. But as 
the relation between education and occupa- 
tion becomes more direct and closer in time 
then the classifications and frames increase 
in strength. Thus the new m.c. take up some 
ambivalent enthusiasm for the invisible peda- 
gogy for the early socialisation of the child, 
but settle for the visible pedagogy of the 
secondary school. And it will continue to do 
this until the University moves to a weaker 
classification and a weaker framing of its 
principles of transmission and selection. On 
the other hand, they are among the leaders 
of the movement to institutionalise the 
invisible pedagogy in State pre-schools and 
often for its colonisation of the primary 
school and further extension into the sec- 
ondary school. And this can be done with 
confidence for the secondary school is likely 
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to provide both visible and invisible peda- 
роріеѕ. The former for the т.с. and the 
latter for the w.c. 


SYMBOLIC CONTROL* AND THE 
IDENTIFICATION OF THE NEW MIDDLE 
CLASS 


However a ruling class is defined, it has a 
relatively direct relationship to the means 
and forms of production, but a relatively 
indirect relationship to the means and forms 
of cultural reproduction. It is the various 
strata of the middle class which have a direct 
relationship to the means and forms of cul- 
tural reproduction, but only an indirect rela- 
tionship to the means and forms of produc- 
tion. What we call here the old middle class, 
essentially nineteenth-century, based itself 
on the ideology of radical individualism (a 
form of integration referred to as individ- 
ualised organic solidarity), whether its func- 
tions were entrepreneurial or professional. 
The ideology of radical individualism pre- 
supposes explicit and unambiguous values. It 
is this clarity in values which is fundamental 
to the transmission and reproduction of 
visible pedagogies. The explicit hierarchies of 
visible pedagogies require legitimation based 
upon explicit and unambiguous values. The 
new middle class as a structure is a middle- 
late twentieth century formation, arising out 
of the scientific organisation of work. The 
new middle class is both a product and spon- 
sor of the related expansion of education 
and fields of symbolic control. It is ambigu- 
ously located in the class structure." The 
ambiguity of the location is probably related 
to an ambiguity in its values and purpose. 
Such ambiguity shifts the modality of social 
control Invisible pedagogies rest upon 
implicit hierarchies, which do not require 
legitimation by explicit and unambiguous 
values. The form of integration of this frac- 
tion shifts to personalised organic solidarity. 
This fraction of the middle class can be 
regarded as the disseminators of new forms 
of social control. The opposition between 
fractions of the middle class is not an oppo- 
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sition about radical change in class structure, 
but an opposition based upon conflicting 
forms of social control. We shall offer a 
classification of the agencies/agents of sym- 
bolic control. 


(1) Regulators: Members of the legal sys- 
tem, Police, Prison Service, Church. 

(2) Repairers: Members of the medical/ 
psychiatric services and their derivatives; 
social services. 

(3) Diffusers: Teachers at all levels and in all 
areas. Mass and specialised media. 

(4) Shapers: Creators of what counts as 
developments within or change of 
symbolic forms, in the arts and sciences, 
including their agents of distribution, 
e.g. musicians, actors, producers, etc. 

(5) Executors: Civil Service— Bureaucrats. 


Whilst it is true that category (1)—Regula- 
tors—might well be classified as maintainers, 
we want to emphasise that they play an 
important legal role in regulating flow of 
people, acts, ideas. In the same way, some 
repairers may well have more of the function 
of regulators (in the above sense) than re- 
pairers. Further, each category has both its 
own hierarchy and its own internal ideologi- 
cal conflicts. In the same way, there may 
well be ideological conflicts between the 
categories which unite agents occupying 
dissimilar or similar positions in the respec- 
tive hierarchies. Whilst we can distinguish 
the structure of integration, social control 
and processes of transmission which charac- 
terise the new middle class, the agents will 
be found in different proportions in differ- 
ent levels of the hierarchy in each category. 
This is a matter of continuing research. It is 
a matter of some importance (following 
Bourdieu) to consider the underlying struc- 
ture of the cultural field of reproduction 
constituted by the agents and agencies of 
symbolic control, the underlying structure 
of the interrelationships of agents and 
agencies and the forms of symbolic control. 
Agents may be strongly or weakly classified 
in terms of the extent of their activity in 
more than one category and they may 
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employ strong or weak framing procedures. 
The classification and framing analysis may 
be applied within a category or between 
categories. The analysis in this paper is 
focussing upon changes in the form of trans- 
mission, 


Brief Discussion of the Classification 


(1) Regulators: These are the agencies and 
agents whose function is to define, 
monitor and maintain the limits of per- 
sons and activities. Why place the 
official religious agencies with regula- 
tors? These agencies at one time both 
informed and legitimised the features of 
the legal system. Today the relationship 
between official religious agencies and 
the legal system is more complex. The 
role of official religious agencies as 
moral regulators has been considerably 
weakened, although in certain societies, 
official religious agencies have been 
active in supporting those who wish to 
change the system of regulation (e.g. the 
Roman Catholic Church іп Latin 
America). Official religious agencies 
have been grouped with the structure of 
legal agencies because of their function 
as regulating agencies of symbolic con- 
trol. 

(2) Repairers: These are the agencies and 
agents whose function is to prevent, or 
repair, or isolate what counts as break- 
downs in the body, mind, social relation- 
ships. As we have mentioned in the text, 
at different times and in different 
societies some repairers may well act as 
regulators, at other times sub-groups 
may well be in conflict with regulators. 

(3) Diffusers: These are the agencies and 
agents whose function is to disseminate 
certain principles, practices, activities, 
symbolic forms, or to appropriate prin- 
ciples and practices, symbolic forms for 
the purpose of inducing consumption of 
symbolic forms, goods, services or activ- 
ities. 

(4) Shapers: These are the agencies and 


agents whose function is the developing 
of what counts as changing, crucial 
symbolic codes in the arts or sciences. 
The problem here is that at certain levels 
there is an overlap with diffusers. We 
would argue that film producers, gallery 
owners, theatre owners, publishers, are 
an important sub-set of diffusers on the 
grounds that they operate specialised 
media. However, what do we do with 
performers (actors, musicians, dancers) 
and specialised critics? I think we would 
‘argue that performers should be classi- 
fied as diffusers and specialised critics 
should be classified as shapers. 

(5) Executors: These are the agencies and 
agents whose function is administrative. 
The crucial agency here is the Civil Ser- 
vice and Local Government, although it 
is important to point out that they exist 
as agents in the above agencies. 


We have left out the whole area of sport, 
which is undoubtedly a crucial agency in its 
own right, for the following reason. The 
classification has been set up in order to 
examine changes in the form of symbolic 
control crucial to the problem of the rela- 
tionship between class and cultural repro- 
duction. From this point of view, and only 
from this point of view, sport is not a crucial 
agency. 


THE CLASS ASSUMPTIONS OF 
PEDAGOGIES 


Women as Crucial Preparing Agents of 
Cultural Reproduction within the Middle 
Class (see Note V) 


The shift from individualised to personalised 
organic solidarity in the m.c. changes the 
structure of family relationships and in par- 
ticular the role of the woman in socialising 
the child. Historically, under individualised 
organic solidarity the mother is not impor- 
tant as a transmitter of physical or symbolic 
property. She is almost totally abstracted 
from the means of reproduction of either 
physical or symbolic property. The caring 
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for and preparation of the children is dele- 
gated to others—nanny, governess, tutor. She 
is essentially a domestic administrator and it 
follows she can only be a model for her 
daughter. The woman was capable of cul- 
tural reproduction for often she possessed a 
more sensitive awareness and understanding 
of the general literature of the period than 
her husband. This concept of the abstracted 
maternal function perhaps reappears in the 
concept of the pre-school assistant as a baby- 
minder and the governess as the teacher of 
elementary competences. Thus individ- 
ualised organic solidarity might generate two 
models for the early education by women of 
the child: 


The Abstracted Mother. 


Child Minder 
(Nanny) 


Teacher of Elementary 
Competences (Governess) 


Visible Pedagogies (Infant School) 


Initially, with individualised organic 
solidarity, property has a physical basis, 
existing in forms of capital where ownership 
and control are combined. Access to, and 
reproduction of class position here is related 
to access to and ownership of capital. Al- 
though there is clearly a link between class 
and forms of education, education in itself 
plays a relatively minor role in creating 
access to and reproduction of class position. 
However, with developed forms of capital- 
ism, not only do management functions 
become divorced from ownership, but there 
is an expansion of social control positions 
which have their basis in specialised forms of 
communication, more and more available 
from the expanding system of education. 
With this extension and differentiation of 
control functions the basis of property 
becomes partly psychologised, and its basis 
is located in ownership of specialised forms 
of communication. These in turn have their 
origin in specialised forms of interaction 
initiated, developed and focussed very early 
in the child’s life. The role of the mother in 
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the rearing of her children undergoes a quali- 
tative change. The mother is transformed 
into a crucial preparing agent of cultural 
reproduction who provides access to 
symbolic forms and shapes the dispositions 
of her children so that they are better able 
to exploit the possibilities of public educa- 
tion. We can see an integration of maternal 
functions as the basis of class position be- 
comes psychologised. Delegated maternal 
caring and preparation becomes maternal 
caring and preparation. What is of interest 
here is the form of the caring and the form 
of the preparation. According to the thesis, 
the form may be constituted by either a 
visible or an invisible pedagogy. The old 
middle class perpetuated itself through a 
visible pedagogy whereas the new middle 
class, the bearers of the structures of per- 
sonalised organic solidarity, developed invisi- 
ble pedagogies. 

With the shift from individualised to per- 
sonalised organic solidarity within fractions 
of the middle class, the woman is trans- 
formed into a crucial preparing agent of 
cultural reproduction. There is, however, a 
contradiction in her structural relationships. 
Unlike the mother in a context of individ- 
ualised solidarity (visible pedagogy) she is 
unable to get away from her child. The weak 
classification and framing of her child 
rearing firmly anchor her to her child (see 3 
below). For such a mother, interaction and 
surveillance are totally demanding, whilst at 
the same time her own socialisation into 
both a personal and an occupational identity 
points her away from the family. These ten- 
sions may be partly resolved by placing the 
child early in a pre-school, which faithfully 
reproduces the ambience of her own child 
rearing. The infant school, however, may 
amplify the messages, and wish to extend 
them into the junior school. Here we can see 
a second contradiction for such an amplifica- 
tion brings the middle class mother and the 
school into conflict. The public examination 
system is based upon a visible pedagogy real- 
ised through strong classification and rela- 
tively stronger framing. It is this pedagogy 
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which generates symbolic property, the 
means whereby class position is reproduced. 
If access to a visible pedagogy is delayed too 
long, then examination success may be in 
danger. 

The argument here is that an invisible 
pedagogy is based upon a concept of the 
woman as a particular preparing agent of 
cultural reproduction. An agent having its 
origins in a particular fraction of the middle 
class. 

We will now turn to more specific class 
assumptions of invisible pedagogy. 


1. Concept of Time 


In the first place, invisible pedagogies are 
based upon a middle class concept of time 
because they pre-suppose a long educational 
life. If all children left school at fourteen, 
there would be no invisible pedagogies. Visi- 
ble pedagogies are regulated by explicit 
sequencing rules; that is the progression of 
the transmission is ordered in time by 
explicit rules. In a school the syllabus regu- 
lates the progression of a subject and the 
curriculum regulates the relationships 
between subjects and those selected as 
appropriate for given ages. The sequencing 
rules, when they are explicit, define the 
future expected states of the child’s con- 
sciousness and behaviours. However, in the 
case of invisible pedagogies the sequencing 
rules are not explicit, they are implicit. The 
progression of the transmission is based 
upon theories of the child’s inner develop- 
ment (cognitive, moral, emotional, etc.). The 
sequencing rules are derived from particular 
theories of child development. In the case of 
invisible pedagogies are regulated by differ- 
for the child to know or be aware of the 
principles of the progression. He/she cannot 
know the principles of his/her own develop- 
ment as these are expressed in the regulating 
theories. Only the transmitter knows the 
principle, the sequencing rules. The sequenc- 
ing rules are implicit in the transmission 
rather than explicit. We can generalise and 
say that the sequencing rules of a transmis- 


sion define its time dimension. However, 
they do more than this, In as much as they 
regulate future expected states of conscious- 
ness and behaviours they define what the 
child is expected ѓо be at different points of 
time. In which case they define the concept 
of child. It follows that because visible and 
invisible pedagogies are regulated by differ- 
ent, indeed from one point of view, oppos- 
ing sequencing rules, then they entail 
different concepts of time and they also are 
based upon different concepts of child. 
Visible and invisible pedagogies are based 
upon different concepts of childhood and its 
progressive transformation, which have their 
origin in different fractions of the middle 
class. 


2. Concepts of Space 


In the first place, invisible pedagogies require 
for their transmission a different material 
structure from the material structure upon 
which a visible pedagogy is based. A visible 
pedagogy requires only a very small fixed 
space; essentially a table, a book and a chair. 
Its material structure is remarkably cheap. 
However, in order for the material base to be 
exploited, it still requires a form of acquisi- 
tion regulated by an elaborated code. How- 
ever, in the case of an invisible pedagogy, its 
material basis is a very much larger surface. 
Consider the large sheets of paper, the space 
demands of its technology, bricks, kits for 
doing the creativity thing, an assembly of 
media whereby the child’s consciousness 
may be uniquely revealed. The technology 
requires a relatively large space for the child. 
In this sense the production of an invisible 
pedagogy in the home cannot be effected in 
an overcrowded, materially inadequate 
home. However, invisible pedagogies are 
based upon a concept of space which is more 
fundamental. Visible pedagogies are realised 
through strongly classified space, that is, 
there are very strong boundaries between 
one space and another and the control of the 
spaces are equally strongly classified. Rooms 
in the house have specialised functions, seat- 
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ing arrangements for example at meals are 
specific to classes of person—mother, father, 
children, there are explicit, strongly marked 
boundaries regulating the movement in space 
of persons at different times. Further, the 
contents of different spaces are not inter- 
changeable, e.g. dining spaces are dining 
spaces, children’s areas and contents are chil- 
dren’s areas and contents, the kitchen is the 
kitchen, etc. The explicit hierarchy of a 
visible pedagogy creates spaces and relation- 
ships between spaces which carry a specific 
set of symbolic messages—all illustrating the 
principle—things must be kept apart. 

However, in the case of invisible 
pedagogies space has a different symbolic 
significance, for here spaces and their con- 
tents are relatively weakly classified. The 
controls over flow of persons and objects 
between spaces are much weaker. This 
means that the potential space available to 
the child is very much greater. The privacy 
embodied in space regulated by visible peda- 
gogies is considerably reduced. Architects 
tend to call the spatial organisation of invisi- 
ble pedagogies “open-plan living.” The child 
learns to understand the possibilities of such 
weakly classified spaces and the rules upon 
which such learning is based. We can point 
out in passing the irony of, on the one hand, 
an invisible pedagogy, but on the other the 
fact of the continuous visibility of persons 
and their behaviour: the possibility of con- 
tinuous surveillance. Invisible pedagogies are 
based upon concepts of space derived from a 
fraction of the middle class. 


3. Concept of Social Control 


Where the pedagogy is visible the hierarchy 
is explicit, space and time are regulated by 
explicit principles, there are strong bound- 
aries between spaces, times, acts, communi- 
cations. The power realised by the hierarchy 
maintains the strong boundaries, the apart- 
ness of things. As the child learns these rules, 
he acquires the classification. An infringe- 
ment of the classification is immediately 
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visible, for any infringement signals some- 
thing is out of place, communication, act, 
person or object. The task is to get the child 
to accept (not necessarily to understand) the 
ordering principles. This can be accom- 
plished (not always necessarily) by linking 
infringements with an explicit calculus of 
punishment and relatively simple announce- 
ments of proscribing and prescribing rules, 
Motivation is increased by a gradual widen- 
ing of privileges through age. The hierarchy 
is manifest in the classifications, in the 
strong boundaries, within the insulations. 
The language of social control is relatively 
restricted and the relationships of control, 
explicitly hierarchical.® 

However, where the pedagogy is invisible, 
the hierarchy is implicit, space and time are 
weakly classified. This social structure does 
not create in its symbolic arrangements 
strong boundaries which carry critical mes- 
sages of control. Because the hierarchy is 
implicit (which does not mean it is not 
there, only that the form of its realisation is 
different) there is a relative absence of 
strongly marked regulation of the child’s 
acts, communication, objects, spaces, times 
and progression. In what lies the control? We 
will suggest that control inheres in elabo- 
rated inter-personal communication in а con- 
text where maximum surveillance is possible. 
In other words, control is vested in the 
process of inter-personal communication. A 
particular function of language is of special 
significance and its realisation is of an elabo- 
rated form in contrast to the more restricted 
form of communication where the pedagogy 
is visible. The form of transmission of an 
invisible pedagogy encourages more of the 
child to be made public and so more of the 
child is available for direct and indirect sur- 
veillance and control. Thus invisible peda- 
gogies realise specific modalities of social 
control which have their origins in a particu- 
lar fraction of the middle class. 

We have attempted to make explicit four 
class assumptions underlying the transmis- 
sion of an invisible pedagogy. 
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(1) It pre-supposes a particular concept of 
the mother as a crucial preparing agent of 
cultural reproduction. 

(2) It pre-supposes a particular concept of 
time. 

(3) It pre-supposes a particular concept of 
space. 

(4) It pre-supposes a particular form of 
social control-which inheres in inter- 
personal communication (elaborated code— 
person focussed). 

The educational consequences of an 
invisible pedagogy will be, according to this 
thesis, crucially different depending upon 
the social class position of the child. 

We started this section by abstracting the 
following points from our initial discussion 
of the invisible pedagogy. 

(1) The invisible pedagogy is an inter- 
rupter system, both in relation to the home 
and in relation to other levels of the educa- 
tional hierarchy. 

(2) It transforms the privatised social 
structure and cultural contents of visible 
pedagogies into a personalised social struc- 
ture and personalised cultural contents. 

(3) It believes that implicit nurture 
reveals unique nature. 

We have argued that this pedagogy is one 
of the realisations of the conflict between 
the old and the new middle class, which in. 
turn has its social basis in the two different 
forms of organic solidarity, individualised 
and personalised; that these two forms of 
solidarity arise out of differences in the rela- 
tion to and the expansion of the division of 
labour within the middle class; that the 
movement from individualised to person- 
alised interrupts the form of the reproduc- 
tion of class relationships; that such an 
interruption gives rise to different forms of 
primary socialisation within the middle class; 
that the form of primary socialisation within 
the middle class is the model for primary 
socialisation into the school; that there are 
contradictions within personalised organic 
Solidarity which create deeply felt ambigu- 
ities; as a consequence, the outcomes of the 


form of the socialisation are less certain. The 
contemporary new middle class are unique 
for in the socialisation of their young is a 
sharp and penetrating contradiction between 
a subjective personal identity and an objec- 
tive privatised identity; between the release 
of the person and the hierarchy of class. The 
above can be represented diagrammatically: 


Class 


Division of Labour 


Individualised Personalised 


solidarity of the” 


middle-class 


+C +F -С-Е 
+С 
Сойеѕ Codes 


Transmitting Agencies 
Symbolic Realisations 


Mental Structures 


Whereas it is possible for school and Uni- 
versity to change the basis of its solidarity 
from individualistic to personalised, i.e. to 
relax its classification and frames, it is more 
difficult for those agencies to change their 
privatising function, ће. the creation of 
knowledge as private property. It by no 
means follows that a shift to personalised 
organic solidarity will change the privatising 
function. Indeed, even the shift in the form 
of solidarity is more likely to occur in that 
part of the educational system which creates 
no private property, as in the case of the 
education of the lower working class, or in 
the education of the very young. We are 
then left with the conclusion that the major 
effects of this change in solidarity will be in 
the areas of condensed communication (sex, 
art, style) and in the form of social control 
(from explicit to implicit). 
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TRANSITION TO SCHOOL 


Class Culture Power and Conflict 


This shift from visible to invisible pedagogies 
at the pre- and primary levels of education 
changes the relationships between the family 
and the school. We have already noted the 
ambiguous attitude of the m.c. to such a 
shift. In the case of the w.c., the change is 
more radical. The weak classification and 
weak framing of the invisible pedagogy 
potentially make possible the inclusion of 
the culture of the family and the commu- 
nity. Thus the experience of the child and 
his everyday world could be psychologically 
active in the classroom and if this were to be 
the case, then the school would legitimise 
rather than reject the class-culture of the 
family. In as much as the pacing of the 
knowledge to be transmitted is relaxed and 
the emphasis upon early attainment of 
specific competencies is reduced, then the 
progression is less marked by m.c. assump- 
tions. In the case of visible pedagogies early 
reading and especially writing are essential. 
Once the child can read and write such acts 
free the teacher but of more importance, 
once the child can read he can be given a 
book, and once he is given a book he is well 
on the way to managing the role of the 
solitary privatised educational relationship. 
The book is the preparation for receiving the 
past realised in the text book. And the text 
book in turn tacitly transmits the ideology 
of the collection code: for it epitomises 
strong classification and strong frames. The 
text book orders knowledge according to an 
explicit progression, it provides explicit 
criteria, it removes uncertainties and 
announces hierarchy. It gives the child an 
immediate index of where he stands in rela- 
tion to others in the progression. It is there- 
fore a silent medium for creating competi- 
tive relationships. Thus socialisation into the 
textbook is a critical step towards socialisa- 
tion into the collection code. The stronger 
the collection code, that is the stronger clas- 
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sification and frames, the greater the 
emphasis on early reading and writing. The 
m.c. child is prepared for this emphasis, but 
not so in the case of the w.c. child. The 
weakening of classification and frames 
reduces the significance of the textbook and 
transforms the impersonal past into a 
personalised present. It would appear that 
the invisible pedagogy carries a beneficial 
potential for w.c. children. However, 
because the form we are discussing has its 
origins in a fraction of the m.c., this poten- 
tial may not be actualised. 

This point we will now develop. From the 
point of view of w.c. parents, the visible 
pedagogy of the collection code at the pri- 
mary level is immediately understandable. 
The basic competencies which it is trans- 
mitting of reading, writing, and counting, in 
an ordered explicit sequence, make sense. 
The failures of the children are the children’s 
failures not the school’s for the school is 
apparently carrying out impersonally its 
function. The school’s form of social control 
does not interfere with the social control of 
the family. The infant school teacher will 
not necessarily have high status as the com- 
petencies she is transmitting are, in principle, 
possible also for the mother. In this sense, 
there is symbolic continuity (or rather ex- 
tension) between the w.c. home and the 
school. However, in the case of the invisible 
pedagogy, there is possibly a sharp discon- 
tinuity. The competencies and their progres- 
sion disappear, the form of social control 
may well be at variance with the home. The 
theory of the invisible pedagogy may not be 
known by the mother or may be imperfectly 
understood. The lack of stress on com- 
petencies may render the child a less effec- 
tive (useful) member of the family, e.g. 
running errands, etc. However, there is a 
more fundamental source of tension. The 
invisible pedagogy contains a different 
theory of transmission and a new tech- 
nology, which views the mother’s own 
informal teaching, where it occurs, or the 
mother’s pedagogical values, as irrelevant if 
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not downright harmful. There are new read- 
ing schemes, new mathematics replace arith- 
metic, an expressive aesthetic style replaces 
one which aims at facsimile. If the mother is 
to be helpful, she must be re-socialized or 
kept out of the way. If it is the former or 
the latter, then the power relationships have 
changed between home and school: for the 
teacher has the power and the mother is as 
much a pupil as the pupil. This in turn may 
disturb the authority relationships within 
the home: this disturbance is further facili- 
tated by the use of implicit forms of social 
control of the school. Even if the pedagogy 
draws its contents from the class culture, 
basic forms of discontinuity still exist. If the 
mother wishes to understand the theory of 
the invisible pedagogy, then she may well 
find herself at the mercy of complex 
theories of child development. Indeed, 
whichever way the w.c. mother turns, the 
teacher has the power: although the mother 
may well be deeply suspicious of the whole 
ambiance.” 

Where, as in the case of the visible 
pedagogy there are, for the w.c.. relative to 
the m.c., implicit forms of discontinuity and 
explicit forms of inequality in the shape of 
the holding power of the school over its 
teachers, the size of class and possibly 
streaming: in the case of the invisible peda- 
gogy, there is also an explicit symbolic dis- 
continuity which may well go with 
inequalities in provision and quality of 
teaching staff. The teacher also has difficul- 
ties, because the invisible pedagogy pre- 
supposes a particular form of maternal pri- 
mary socialisation and a small class of pupils 
and a particular architecture. Where these 
are absent, the teacher may well find great 
difficulty. Ideally, the invisible pedagogy 
frees the teacher so that time is available for 
ameliorating the difficulties of any one 
child, but if the class is large, the socialisa- 
tion, from the point of view of the school, 
inadequate, the architecture inappropriate, 
then such individual assistance becomes in- 
frequent and problematic. Here again we can 


see that such a pedagogy, if it is to be 
successfully implemented in its own terms, 
necessarily requires minimally the same 
physical conditions of the middle class 
school. It is an expensive pedagogy because 
it is derived from an expensive class: the 
middle class. 

From the point of view of the middle 
class, there is at least an intellectual under- 
standing of the invisible pedagogy, if not 
always an acceptance of its values and prac- 
tice. Further, if the middle class child is not 
obtaining the basic competencies at the rate 
the mother expects, an educational support 
system can be organized through private 
coaching or through the mother’s own 
efforts. The power relationships between the 
middle class mother and the teacher are less 
tipped in favour of the teacher. Finally, the 
middle class mother always has the choice of 
the private school or of moving near a state 
school of her choice. However, because of 
the middle class mother’s concept of the 
function of secondary education, she is 
likely to be anxious about the acquisition of 
basic competencies and this will bring her 
into conflict with the school at some point. 

Finally, in as much as age and sex statuses 
within the family are strongly classified and 
ritualised, then it is likely that the 
acquisition, progression and evaluation of 
competencies obtained within the school 
will become part of the markers of age and 
sex status within the family. For example, 
there is a radical change in the status and 
concept of the child when he is transformed 
into a pupil. Now to the extent that the 
infant/primary school fails to utilise age and 
sex as allocating categories either for the 
acquisition and progression of competencies 
or for the allocation of pupils to groups and 
spaces, then the school is weakening the 
function of these categories in the family 
and community. Visible pedagogies not only 
reinforce age and sex classification, they also 
provide markers for progression within 
them. Invisible pedagogies are likely to 
weaken such classifications and in as much 
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as they do this they transform the concept 
of the child and the concepts of age and sex 
status. 


Class, Pedagogy and Evaluation 


Interesting questions arise over the system of 
evaluating the pupils. Where the pedagogy is 
visible an "objective" grid exists for the 
evaluation of the pupils in the form of (a) 
Clear criteria and (b) a delicate measurement 
procedure. The child receives a grade or its 
equivalent for any valued performance. 
Further, where the pedagogy is visible, it is 
likely to be standardized and so schools are 
directly comparable as to their successes and 
failures. The profile of the pupil may be 
obtained by looking across his grades. The 
pupil knows where he is, the teacher knows 
where he is and so do the parents. The 
parents have a yardstick for comparing 
Schools. When children change schools they 
can be slotted into place according to their 
academic profile. Further, it is difficult for 
the parent to argue about the profile for it is 
"objective." Clearly, there are subjective ele- 
ments in the grading of the children, but 
these are masked by the apparent objectivity 
of the grid. In the case of invisible 
pedagogies, no such grid exists. The evalua- 
tion procedures are multiple, diffuse and not 
easily subject to apparently precise measure- 
ment. This makes comparison between 
pupils complex and also comparisons 
between schools.) Firstly, the invisible 
pedagogy does not give rise to progression of 
а group, but is based upon progression of a 
person. Secondly, there is likely to be con- 
siderable variation between infant/pre-school 
groups within the general form of the peda- 
Bogy. There is less difficulty in slotting a 
child into a new school because there is no 
explicit slot for him. Thus the mother is less 
able to diagnose the child's progress and as a 
consequence she cannot provide specific 
educational support. She would be forced 
into providing a general educational milieu 
in the home and this she may only be able to 
do if she had fully internalised the invisible 


BERNSTEIN 


pedagogy's theoretical basis. As we have 
previously argued, this is less likely to be the 
case where the parents are working class. 
Thus these parents are cut off from the 
evaluation of the child's progress. More, they 
are forced to accept what the teacher counts 
as progress. 

Because an apparently objective grid 
exists for the evaluation of the visible 
pedagogies, then this grid acts selectively on 
those dispositions of the child which become 
candidates for labelling by the teacher. 
Clearly motivation and interest are probably 
relevant to any pedagogy, but their signifi- 
cance will vary with the pedagogy, and cer- 
tainly their consequences. In the case of 
visible pedagogies, the behaviour of the child 
is focused on the teacher so that, in this 
case, attentiveness to, co-operation with, the 
teacher become relevant: persistence and 
carefulness are also valued by the teacher. 
Further, it is possible for there to be a con- 
flict between the child's academic profile 
and the teacher's evaluation of his attitudes 
and motivation. These objective and subjec- 
tive criteria may have different consequences 
for different class groups of pupils. Either 
criteria, irrespective of their validity, are 
likely to be understood by working class 
parents. In the case of invisible pedagogy, as 
more of the child is made available, and, 
because of the theory which guides interpre- 
tation, diagnosis and evaluation, a different 
class of acts and dispositions of the child 
become relevant. In the case of visible peda- 
gogies we have argued that the attention of 
the child is focused on the teacher, however, 
in the case of invisible pedagogies the atten- 
tion of the teacher is focused on the whole 
child: in its total doing and "not doing." 
This can lead to discrepancies between the 
teacher's and parents’ views of the child 
unless the parents share the teacher’s theory. 
Indeed it is possible that the dispositions and 
acts which are subject to evaluation by the 
teacher may be considered by some parents 
as irrelevant or intrusive or inaccurate or all 
three. Where this occurs the child’s behav- 
iour is being shaped by conflicting criteria. 
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From the point of view of the teacher, the 
child becomes an innovating message to the 
home. The invisible pedagogy is not only an 
interrupter system in the context of educa- 
tional practice, but it also transforms the 
child under certain conditions, into an 
innovating message to the family. 

This pedagogy is likely to lead to a 
change in the school’s procedures of evalua- 
tion, both objective and subjective. Where 
the pedagogy is visible, there is a profile 
which consists of the grading of specific 
competencies and a profile which consists of 
the grading of the child’s motivation and 
work attitudes. It is likely that the latter will 
consist of rather short, somewhat stereo- 
typed unexplicated judgements. In the case 
of invisible pedagogies, these highly con- 
densed, unexplicated but public judgements, 
are likely to be replaced by something 
resembling a dossier which will range across 
a wide variety of the child’s internal 
processes and states and his external acts. 
Further, the connection between inner and 
outer is likely to be made explicit. In other 
words, there is likely to be an explicit elabo- 
rated account of the relationships between 
the child’s internal states and his acts. It is 
now possible that the school will have a 
problem of secrecy. How much is to go into 
the dossier, where is it to be kept, how much 
of and in what way are its contents to be 
made available to parents or to others in the 
school and outside of it? Thus invisible peda- 
gogies may also generate covert and overt 
forms and contents of evaluation. Such a 
system of evaluation increases the power of 
the teacher to the extent that its underlying 
theory is not shared by parents and even 
when it is shared. 

Finally, the major analysis in this section 
has been of idealised pedagogies. If, how- 
ever, the argument is correct, that there may 
be a disjunction in the forms of socialisation 
between primary and secondary stages, or 
between secondary and tertiary stages, then 
behind weak classification and weak frames 
may well be strong classification and strong 
frames. Thus we can have a situation where 


strong Cs and Fs follow weak Cs and Fs, or 
where weak Cs and Fs follow strong Cs and 
Fs, as, possibly, in the case of the training of 
infant school teachers in England. It is 
important not only to understand continuity 
in the strength of classification and frames, 
but also disjunction and when the disjunc- 
tion occurs. It is more than likely that if we 
examine empirically invisible pedagogies we 
Shall find to different degrees a stress on the 
transmission of specific isolated compe- 
tencies. Thus the “ hidden curriculum" of 
invisible pedagogies may well be, embryoni- 
cally, strong classification, albeit with rela- 
tively weak frames. It becomes a matter of 
some importance to find out which children 
or groups of children are particularly respon- 
sive to this “hidden curriculum.” For some 
children may come to see or be led to see 
that there are two transmissions, one overt, 
the other covert, which stand in a figure- 
ground relation to each other. We need to 
know for which teachers, and for which chil- 
dren, what is the figure and what is the 
ground. Specifically, will middle class chil- 
dren respond to the latent visible pedagogy, 
or are they more likely to be selected as 
receivers? Will lower working class children 
respond more to the invisible pedagogy or 
receive a weaker form of the transmission of 
visible pedagogy? The “hidden curriculum” 
of invisible pedagogies may well be a visible 
pedagogy. However, the outcomes of the 
imbedding of one pedagogy in the other are 
likely to be different than in the case of the 
transmission of any one pedagogy. From a 
more theoretical standpoint, the crucial 
component of visible pedagogy is the 
strength of its classification, for in the last 
analysis, it is this which creates what counts 
as valued property, and also in so doing 
regulates mental structures. Frame strength 
regulates the modality of the socialisation 
into the classification. In the microcosm of 
the nursery or infant class, we can see em- 
bryonically the new forms of transmission of 
class relationships. 

Let us take a concrete example to illus- 
trate the above speculation. An infant school 
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teacher in England may experience the fol- 
lowing conjunctions or disjunctions in her 
socialisation: 

(1) Between socialisation in the family 
and between primary and secondary school. 

(2) Between secondary school and 
teacher training. The higher the qualifica- 
tions required by the college of education, 
the more likely that the socialisation in the 
later years of the secondary school will be 
through strong classification and frames. On 
the other hand, the socialisation into the 
college of education may well be into classi- 
fication and frames of varying strengths. 


TRANSITION BETWEEN STAGES OF 
EDUCATION 


We have examined aspects of the transition 
to school; there is also the question of transi- 
tion between stages of education, from pre- 
school to primary, from primary to second- 
ary. These transitions between stages are 
marked by three inter-related features: 

(1) An increase in the strength of classifi- 
cation and frames (initiation into the collec- 
tive code). 

(2) An increase in the range of different 
teachers; that is, the pupil is made aware of 
the insulations within the division of labour. 
He also learns that the principle of authority 
transcends the individuals who hold it, for as 
teachers/subjects change his role remains the 
same. 

(3) The weak classification and frames of 
the invisible pedagogy emphasise the impor- 
tance of ways of knowing, of constructing 
problems, whereas the strong classification 
and frames of visible pedagogies emphasise 
states of knowledge and received problems. 
Thus there is a crucial change in what counts 
as having knowledge, in what counts as a 
legitimate realisation of that knowledge and 
in the social context. 

Thus the shift from invisible to visible 
pedagogies in one phrase is a change in code; 
a change in the principles of relation and 
evaluation whether these are principles of 
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knowledge, of social relationships, of prac- 
tices, of property, of identity. 

It is likely that this change of code will be 
more effectively made (despite the diffi- 
culties) by the new middle-class children as 
their own socialisation within the family 
contains both codes—the code which creates 
the manifestation of the person and the code 
which creates private property. Further, as 
we have argued elsewhere, it is more likely 
that the working class children will experi- 
ence continuity in code between stages of 
education. The class bias of the collection 
code (which creates a visible pedagogy) may 
make such a transmission difficult for them 
to receive and exploit. As a consequence, the 
continuation of the invisible pedagogy in the 
form of an integrated code is likely for 
working class children, and its later institu- 
tionalisation for the same children at the 
secondary level. 

We can now begin to see that the condi- 
tion for continuity of educational code for 
all children, irrespective of class, is the type 
of code transmitted by the University. 
Simply expanding the University, increasing 
differentiation within the tertiary level, 
equalising opportunity of access and out- 
come will not fundamentally change the 
situation at levels below. We will only have 
expanded the size of the cohort at the 
tertiary level. From another point of view, 
although we may have changed the organisa- 
tional structure we have not changed the 
code controlling transmission; the process of 
reproduction will not be fundamentally 
affected. To change the code controlling 
transmission involves changing the culture 
and its basis in privatised class relationships, 
Thus if we accept, for the sake of argument, 
the greater educational value of invisible 
pedagogies, of weak classification and 
frames, the condition for their effective and 
total institutionalism at the secondary level 
is a fundamental change of code at the 
tertiary level. If this does not occur then 
codes and class will remain firmly linked in 
schools. 
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Finally, we can raise a basic question. The 
movement to invisible pedagogies realised 
through integrated codes may be seen as a 
superficial solution to a more obdurate prob- 
lem. Integraded codes are integrated at the 
level of ideas, they do not involve integra- 
tion at the level of institutions, i.e. between 
school and work. Yet the crucial integration 
is precisely between the principles of educa- 
tion and the principles of work. There can 
be no such integration in western societies 
(to mention only one group) because the 
work epitomises class relationships. Work 
can only be brought into the school in terms 
of the function of the school as a selective 
mechanism or in terms of social/psychologi- 
cal adjustment to work. Indeed, the abstract- 
ing of education from work, the hallmark of 
the liberal tradition, or the linkage of educa- 
tion to leisure, masks the brutal fact that 
work and education cannot be integrated at 
the level of social principles in class societies. 
They can either be separated or they can fit 
with each other. Durkheim wrote that 
changes in pedagogy were indicators of a 
moral crisis; they can also disguise it and 
change its form. However, in as much as the 
move to weak classification and frames has 
the potential of reducing insulations in 
mental structures and social structures, has 
the potential of making explicit the implicit 
and so creating greater ambiguity but less 
disguise, then such a code has the potential 
of making visible fundamental social contra- 
dictions, 


NOTE | 

This raises a number of questions. We cannot 
consider skills abstracted from the context 
Of their transmission, from their relation- 
Ships to each other and their function in 
creating, maintaining, modifying or changing 
à culture. Skills and their relationship to 
each other are culturally specific compe- 
tences. The manner of their transmission and 
acquisition socialises the child into their con- 
textual usages. Thus, the unit of analysis 
cannot simply be an abstracted specific com- 


petence like reading, writing, counting but 
the structure of social relationships which 
produces these specialised competences. 
The formulation “where there is a reduced 
emphasis upon transmission and acquisition 
of specific skills" could be misleading, as it 
suggests that in the context under discussion 
there are few specialised repertoires of the 
culture. It may be better to interpret the 
formulation as indicating an emphasis upon 
the inter-relationships between skills which 
are relatively weakly classified and weakly 
framed. In this way any skill or sets of skills 
are referred to the general features of the 
socialisation. 


NOTE II 

It is a matter of some interest to consider 
changes in emphasis of research methodolo- 
gies over recent decades. There has been a 
shift from the standardised closed question- 
naire or experimental context to more 
unstructured contexts and relationships. It is 
argued that the former methodology renders 
irrelevant the subjective meanings of those 
who are the object of study. In so doing, the 
researched offer their experience through 
the media of the researchers' imposed strong 
classification and strong frames. Further, it 
is argued that such a method of studying 
people is derived from a method for the 
study of objects and therefore it is an out- 
rage to the subjectivity of man for him to be 
transformed into an object. These arguments 
go on to link positivist methods with the 
political control of man through the use of 
the technology of social science. The new 
methodology employs apparently weak 
classification and weak frames, but it uses 
techniques (participant observation, tape- 
recordings, video tapes, etc.) which enable 
more of the researched to be visible, and its 
techniques allow a range of others to witness 
the spontaneous behaviour of the observed. 
Even if these public records of natural 
behaviour are treated as a means of dialogue 
between the recorded and the recorder, this 
dialogue is, itself, subject to the disjunction 
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between intellectual perspectives which will 
shape the communication. The self-editing 
of the researcher’s communication is differ- 
ent from that of the researched, and this is 
the invisible control. On the other hand, 
paradoxically, in the case of a closed ques- 
tionnaire the privacy of the subject is safe- 
guarded, for all that can be made public is a 
pencil mark which is transformed into an 
impersonal score. Further, the methods of 
this transformation must be made public so 
that its assumptions may be criticised. In the 
case of the new methodology, the principles 
used to restrict the vast amount of informa- 
tion and the number of channels are often 
implicit. One might say that we could distin- 
guish research methodologies in terms of 
whether they created invisible or visible 
pedagogies. Thus the former give rise to a 
total surveillance of the person who, relative 
to the latter, makes public more of his inside 
(e.g. his subjectivity) which is evaluated 
through the use of diffuse, implicit criteria. 
We are suggesting that the structural origins 
of changes in the classification and framing 
of forms of socialisation may perhaps also 
influence the selection of research methodol- 
ogies. The morality of the research rela- 
tionships transcends the dilemmas of a 
particular researcher, Research methodolo- 
gies in social science are themselves elements 
of culture, 


NOTE ПІ 


It is interesting to see, for example, where 
the invisible pedagogy first entered the 
secondary school curriculum. In England we 
would suggest that it first penetrated the 
non-verbal area of unselective secondary 
schools. The area which is considered to be 
the least relevant (in the sense of not pro- 
ducing symbolic property) and the most 
strongly classified: the area of the art room. 
Indeed, it might be said that until very 
recently, the greatest symbolic continuity of 
pedagogies between primary and secondary 
stages lay in the non-verbal areas of the 
curriculum, The art room is often viewed by 
the rest of the staff as an area of relaxation 
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or even therapy, rather than a space of 
crucial production. Because of its strong 
classification and irrelevance (except at 
school “show-off” periods) this space is 
potentially open to change. Art teachers are 
trained in institutions (at least in recent 
times) which are very sensitive to innovation 
and therefore new styles are likely to be 
rapidly institutionalised in schools, given the 
strong classification of art in the secondary 
school curriculum, and also the belief that 
the less able child can at least do something 
with his hands even if he finds difficulty 
with a pen. We might also anticipate that 
with the interest in such musical forms as 
pop on the one hand and Cage and Stock- 
hausen on the other, music departments 
might move towards the invisible pedagogy. 
To complete the direction in the non-verbal 
area, it is possible that the transformation of 
physical training into physical education 
might also extend to movement. If this 
development took place, then the non-verbal 
areas would be realised through the invisible 
pedagogy. We might then expect a drive to 
integrate the three areas of sight, sound and 
movement; three modalities would then be 
linked through a common code. In summary 
this movement is from reproduction to pro- 
duction. 


NOTE IV 


We can clarify the issues raised in this paper 
in the following way. Any socialising con- 
text must consist of a transmitter and an 
acquirer. These two form a matrix in the 
sense that the communication is regulated 
by a structural principle. We have suggested 
that the underlying principle of a socialising 
matrix is realised in classification and 
frames. The relationship between the two 
and the strengths show us the structure of 
the control and the form of communication. 
We can, of course, analyse this matrix in a 
number of ways: 

(1) We can focus upon the transmitter. 

(2) We can focus upon the acquirer. 

(3) We can focus upon the principles 
underlying the matrix. 
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(4) We can focus upon a given matrix and 
ignore its relationship to other matrices. 

(5) We can consider the relationships 
between critical matrices, e.g. family, peer 
group, school, work. 

We can go on to ask questions about the 
function of a matrix and questions about the 
change in the form of its realisation, і.е. 
changes in the strength of its classification 
and frames. We believe that the unit of anal- 
ysis must always be the matrix and the 
matrix will always include the theories and 
methods of its analysis (see Note II on 
research methodology). Now any one matrix 
can be regarded as a reproducer, an inter- 
rupter, or a change matrix. A reproduction 
matrix will attempt to create strong classifi- 
cation and strong frames. An interrupter 
matrix changes the form of transmission, but 
not the critical relationship between 
matrices. A change matrix leads to a funda- 
mental change in the structural relationship 
between matrices. This will require a major 
change in the institutional structure. For 
example, we have argued that within the 
middle class there is a conflict which has 
generated two distinct socialising matrices, 
one a reproducer, the other an interrupter. 
And these matrices are at work within edu- 
cation for similar groups of children up to 
possibly the primary stage, and different 
groups of pupils at the secondary stage. 
However, in as much as the structural rela- 
tionship between school and work is 
unchanged (i.e. there has been no change in 
the basic principles of their relationship) 
then we cannot by this argument see current 
differences in educational pedagogy as repre- 
senting a change matrix. In other words, the 
form of the reproduction of class relation- 
ships in education has been interrupted but 
not changed. We might speculate that ideo- 
logical conflict within the middle class takes 
the form of a conflict between the symbolic 
outcomes of reproduction and interruption 
matrices. If one takes the argument one 
stage further, we have to consider the repro- 
duction of the change in the form of class 
relationships. In this case, the reproduction 
of an interrupter matrix is through weak 


classification and weak frames. However, it 
is possible that such a form of reproduction 
may at some point evoke its own interrupter 
ie. an increase in either classification or 
frame strength, or both. 


NOTE V 


Women played an active role in initiating 
(Montessori), shaping and  disseminating 
invisible pedagogies. Consider: 

(1) The application of Freudian theory 
by Anna Freud to child analysis; the modifi- 
cation of Freudian theory by Melanie Klein 
and her followers, Hanna Segal, Joan 
Riviere, Marion Milner; and the development 
of the interpretation of play as phantasy 
content in child analysis. 

(2) The extension of psycho-analytic 
theory into education and the training of 
teachers (post 1945) through Susan Isaacs at 
the University of London Institute of Educa- 
tion, and its further development by Dolly 
Garner. Parallel work with a Piagetian basis 
was carried out by Molly Brierley, Principal 
of the Froebel College of Education. 

(3) A number of women in a much earlier 
period were active in the education and 
training of teachers, e.g. Philippa Fawcett, 
Rachel McMillan. 

It is possible that women were crucial 
agents in the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century (and perhaps even before). For in as 
much as the concept of the child was 
changed, so was the hierarchy, to which 
women were subordinate. At the same time, 
the pedagogy provided the basis of a profes- 
sional identity. From this point of view, 
women transformed maternal caring and 
preparing into a scientific activity. 


A NOTE ON THE CODING OF OBJECTS 
AND MODALITIES OF CONTROL 


The Coding of Objects 


The concepts of classification and frame can 
be used to interpret communication between 
objects. In other words, objects and their 
relationships to each other constitute a mes- 
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sage system whose code can be stated in 

terms of the relationship between classifica- 

tion and frames of different strengths. 

We can consider: 

(1) The strength of the rules of exclusion 
which control the array of objects in a 
space. Thus the stronger the rules of 
exclusion the more distinctive the array 
of objects in the space; that is, the 
greater the difference between object 
arrays in different spaces. 

(2) The extent to which objects in the array 
can enter into different relationships to 
each other. 

Now the stronger the rules of exclusion 
the stronger the classification of objects in 
that space and the greater the difference 
between object arrays in different spaces. In 
the same way in which we discussed relation- 
ships between subjects we can discuss the 
relationships between object arrays in differ- 
ent spaces, Thus the stronger the classifica- 
tion the more the object arrays resemble a 
collection code, the weaker the classification 
the more the object arrays resemble an inte- 
grated code. The greater the number of 
different relationships objects in the array 
can enter into with each other the weaker 
their framing. The fewer the number of dif- 
ferent relationships objects in the array can 
enter into with each other the stronger their 
framing.’ 

We would expect that the social distribu- 
tion of power and the principles of control 
to be reflected in the coding of objects. This 
code may be made more delicate if we take 
into account: 


(1) The number of objects in the array. 
(2) The rate of change of the array. 


We can have strong classification with a 
large or a small number of objects. We can 
have strong classification of large or small 
arrays where the array is fixed across time or 
where the array varies across time. Consider, 
for example, two arrays which are strongly 
classified; a late Victorian middle-class living- 
room and a middle 20th century trendy 
middle-class “space” in Hampstead. The 


BERNSTEIN 


Victorian room is likely to contain a very 
large number of objects whereas the middle- 
class room is likely to contain a small 
number of objects. In one case the object 
array is foreground and the space back- 
ground, whereas in the second case the space 
is a vital component of the array. The Vic- 
torian room represents both strong classifica- 
tion and strong framing. Further, whilst 
objects may be added to the array, its fun- 
damental characteristics would remain 
constant over a relatively long time period. 
The Hampstead room is likely to contain a 
small array which would indicate strong 
classification (strong rules of exclusion) but 
the objects are likely to enter into a variety 
of relationships with each other; this would 
indicate weak framing. Further, it is possible 
that the array would be changed across time 
according to fashion. 

We can now see that if we are to consider 
classification (C) we need to know: 


(1) Whether it is strong or weak. 

(2) Whether the array is small or large 
(x). 

(3) Whether the array is fixed or variable 
(у). 


At the level of frame (F) we need to 
know: 
Whether it is strong or weak (p); that is, 
whether the coding is restricted or elabo- 
rated. 


It is also important to indicate in the 
specification of the code the context (c) to 
which it applies. We should also indicate the 
nature of the array by adding the concept 
realisation (r). Thus, the most abstract for- 
mulation of the object code would be as 
follows: 


Ке, г, C(x,y), F(p) ) 


The code is some unspecified function of the 
variables enclosed in the brackets. 

It is important to note that because the 
classification is weak it does not mean that 
there is less control. Indeed, from this point 
of view it is not possible to talk about 
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amount of control only of its modality. This 
point we will now develop. 


Classification, Frames and Modalities of 
Control 


Imagine four lavatories. The first is stark, 
bare, pristine, the walls are painted a sharp 
white; the washbowl is like the apparatus, a 
gleaming white. A square block of soap sits 
cleanly in an indentation in the sink. A 
white towel (or perhaps pink) is folded 
neatly on a chrome rail or hangs from a 
chrome ring. The lavatory paper is hidden in 
a cover and peeps through its slit. In the 
second lavatory ‘there are books on a shelf 
and some relaxing of the rigours of the first. 
In the third there are books on the shelf, 
pictures on the wall and perhaps a scattering 
of tiny objects. In the fourth lavatory the 
rigour is ‘totally relaxed. The walls are 
covered with a motley array of postcards, 
there is a various assortment of reading 
matter and curio. The lavatory roll is likely 
to be uncovered and the holder may well fall 
apart in use. 

We can say that as we move from the first 
to the fourth lavatory we are moving from a 
strongly classified to a weakly classified 
Space: from a space regulated by strong rules 
of exclusion to a space regulated by weak 
rules of exclusion. Now if the rules of exclu- 
sion are strong then the space is strongly 
marked off from other spaces in the house 
or flat. The boundary between the spaces or 
rooms is sharp. If the rules of exclusion are 
strong, the boundaries well marked, then it 
follows that there must be some strong 
boundary maintainers (authority). If things 
are to be kept apart then there must be some 
Strong hierarchy to ensure the apartness of 
things. Further, the first lavatory constructs 
а space where pollution is highly visible. In 
as much as a user leaves a personal mark (a 
failure to replace the towel in its original 
position, a messy bar of soap, scum in the 
washbowl, lavatory paper floating in the 
bowl, etc.) this constitutes pollution and 
such pollution is quickly perceived. Thus the 
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criteria for competent usage of the space are 
both explicit and specific. So far we have 
been discussing aspects of classification; we 
shall now consider framing. 

Whereas classification tells us about the 
structure of relationships in space, framing 
tells us about the structure of relationships 
in time, Framing refers us to interaction, to 
the power relationships of interaction; that 
is, framing refers us to communication. Now 
in the case of our lavatories, framing here 
would refer to the communication between 
the occupants of the space and those outside 
of the space. Such communication is nor- 
mally strongly framed by a door usually 
equipped with a lock. We suggest that as we 
move from the strongly classified to the 
weakly classified lavatory, despite the po- 
tential insulation between inside and out- 
side, there will occur a reduction in frame 
strength. In the case of the first lavatory we 
suggest that the door will always be closed 
and after entry will be locked. Ideally no 
effects on the inside should be heard on the 
outside. Indeed, a practised user of this lava- 
tory will acquire certain competencies in 
order to meet this requirement. However, in 
the case of the most weakly classified lava- 
tory, we suggest that the door will normally 
be open; it may even be that the lock will 
not function. It would not be considered 
untoward for a conversation to develop or 
even be continued either side of the door. A 
practised user of this most weakly classified 
and weakly framed lavatory will acquire cer- 
tain communicative competencies rather 
different from those required for correct use 
of the strongly classified one. 

We have already noted that lavatory one 
creates a space where pollution is highly 
visible, where criteria for behaviour are 
explicit and specific, where the social basis 
of the authority maintaining the strong clas- 
sification and frames is hierarchical. Yet it is 
also the case that such classification and 
frames create a private although impersonal 
space. For providing that the classification 
and framing are not violated the user of the 
space is beyond surveillance. 
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However, when we consider lavatory four 
which has the weakest classification and 
weakest frames it seems at first sight that 
such a structure celebrates weak control. 
There appear to be few rules regulating what 
goes into a space and few rules regulating 
communication between spaces. Therefore it 
is difficult to consider what counts as 
a violation or pollution. Indeed, it would 
appear that such a classification and framing 
relationship facilitates the development of 
spontaneous behaviour. Let us consider this 
possibility. 

Lavatory one is predicated on the rule 
“things must be kept apart” be they persons, 
acts, objects, communication, and the 
Stronger the classification and frames the 
greater the insulation, the stronger the 
boundaries between classes of persons, acts, 
Objects, communications. Lavatory four is 
predicated on the rule that approximates to 
"things must be put together." As a conse- 
quence, we would find objects in the space 
that could be found in other spaces. Further, 
there is a more relaxed marking off of the 
space and communication is possible between 
inside and outside. We have as yet not dis- 
covered the fundamental principles of vio- 
lation. 

Imagine one user, who seeing the motley 
array and being sensitive to what he or she 
takes to be a potential of the space decides 
to add to the array and places an additional 
postcard on the wall. It is possible that a 
little later a significant adult might say “Dar- 
ling, that's beautiful but it doesn't quite fit" 
or "How lovely but wouldn't it be better a 
little higher up?" In other words, we are 
suggesting that the array has a principle, that 
the apparently motley collection is ordered 
but that the principle is implicit and 
although it is not easily discoverable it is 
capable of being violated. Indeed, it might 
take our user a very long time to infer the 
tacit principle and generate choices in accor- 
dance with it. Without knowledge of the 
principle our user is unlikely to make appro- 
priate choices and such choices may require 
a long period of socialisation. In the case of 
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lavatory one no principle is required; all that 
is needed is the following of the command 
“Leave the space as you found it."!? 

Now let us examine the weak framing in 
more detail. We suggest that locking the 
door, avoiding or ignoring communication, 
would count as violation; indeed anything 
which would offend the principle of things 
must be put together. However, in as 
much as the framing between inside and 
outside is weak then it is also the case that 
the user is potentially or indirectly under 
continuous surveillance, in which case there 
is no privacy. Here we have a social context 
which at first sight appears to be very 
relaxed, which promotes and provokes the 
expression of the person, “a do your own 
thing” space where highly personal choices 
may be offered, where hierarchy is not explic- 
it yet on analysis we find that it is based 
upon a form of implicit control which 
carries the potential of total surveillance. 
Such a form of implicit control encourages 
more of the person to be made manifest yet 
such manifestations are subject to continu- 
ous screening and general rather than specific 
criteria. At the level of classification the 
pollution is “keeping things apart”; at the 
level of framing the violation is “withhold- 
ing"; that is, not offering, not making visible 
the self. 

If things are to be put together which 
were once set apart, then there must be 
some principle of the new relationships, but 
this principle cannot be mechanically 
applied and therefore cannot be mechani- 
cally learned. In the case of the rule “things 
must be kept apart," then the apartness of 
things is something which is clearly marked 
and taken for granted in the process of ini- 
tial socialisation. The social basis of the cate- 
gories of apartness is implicit but the social 
basis of the authority is explicit. In the pro- 
cess of such socialisation the insulation 
between things is a condensed message about 
the all-pervasiveness of the authority. It may 
require many years before the social basis of 
the principles underlying the category system 
is made fully explicit and by that time the 
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mental structure is well-initiated into the 
classification and frames. Strong classifica- 
tion and frames celebrate the reproduction 
of the past. 

When the rule is “things must be put 
together” we have an interruption of a pre- 
vious order, and what is of issue is the 
authority (power relationships) which under- 
pin it. Therefore the rule “things must be 
put together” celebrates the present over the 
past, the subjective over the objective, the 
personal over the positional. Indeed when 
everything is put together we have a total 
organic principle which covers all aspects of 
life but which admits of a vast range of 
combinations and  re-combinations. This 
points to a very abstract or general principle 
from which a vast range of possibilities may 
be derived so that individuals can both regis- 
ter personal choices and have knowledge 
when a combination is not in accordance 
with the principle. What is taken for granted 
when the rule is “things must be kept apart” 
is relationships which themselves are made 
explicit when the rule is “things must be put 
together." They are made explicit by the 
weak classification and frames. But the latter 
create a form of implicit but potentially 
continuous surveillance and at the same time 
promote the making public of the self in a 
variety of ways. We arrive finally at the 
conclusion that the conditions for the 
release of the person are the absence of 
explicit hierarchy but the presence of a more 
intensified form of social interaction which 
creates continuous but invisible screening. 
From the point of view of the socialised 
they would be offering novel, spontaneous 
combinations. 


Empirical Note 


lt is possible to examine the coding of 
Objects from two perspectives. We can ana- 
lyse the coding of overt or visible arrays and 
we can compare the code with the codings 
of covert or invisible arrays (e.g. drawers, 
cupboards, refrigerators, basements, closets, 
handbags, etc.). We can also compare the 


coding of verbal messages with the coding of 
non-verbal messages. It would be interesting 
to carry out an empirical study of standard- 
ised spaces, e.g. L.E.A. housing estate, M.C. 
suburban “town” house estate, modern 
blocks of flats, formal educational spaces 
which vary in their architecture and in the 
pedagogy. 

I am well aware that the lavatory may 
not be seen as a space to be specially con- 
trived and so subject to special regulation in 
the sense discussed. Some lavatories are not 
subject to the principles I have outlined. 
Indeed some may be casually treated spaces 
where pieces of newspaper may be stuffed 
behind a convenient pipe, where the door 
does not close or lock, where apparatus has 
low efficiency and where sound effects are 
taken for granted events. 
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NOTES 


1. This can be seen if we examine a school class; 
visible pedagogies create homogenous learning con- 
texts, invisible pedagogies create differentiated 
learning contexts. 
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2. From the production of types of discrete indi- 
viduals to the production of a type of person. 

3. At the secondary level invisible pedagogies are 
transformed into integrated codes. 

4, Symbolic control is the means of cultural repro- 
duction, in the terms of Bourdieu. What is repro- 
duced is a function of the degree of integration 
within or conflict between the transmitting agents 
and the response of those who are subject to the 
transmission. What must be explored is the com- 
plex relationship between changes in the forms of 
production and changes in the forms of symbolic 
control. 

5. See Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis, School- 
ing in Capitalist America (New York: Basic Books, 
1976). 

6. The basic code is elaborated. We are suggesting 
here that the control of the child is realised 
through a restricted variant. 

7. This does not mean that all teachers wish to 
have the power or use it. 

8. Paradoxically, this situation carries a potential 
for increasing competitiveness. 

9. If the objects in the array can be called lexical 
items, then the syntax is their relationships to each 
other. A restricted code is a syntax with few 
choices: an elaborated code a syntax which gener- 
ates a large number of choices. 

10. The rules of reproduction of lavatory one are 
explicit and simple but the rules for lavatory four 
are more implicit and complex. Its apparent casual- 
ness is more difficult to reproduce. 
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31. Cultural Transmission in German Higher Education 


Perhaps because, at least since the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, wealth has played 
so great a part in class differentiation in 
Europe, the more indirect effects of educa- 
tional differences upon the status and func- 
tions of various social groups have 
sometimes been underestimated. In a highly 
industrialized society, learning does indeed 
rank far below wealth among the causes of 
social stratification. In countries which are 
still passing through the early stages of 
industrialization, however, the situation may 
actually be reversed, particularly where a 
traditional aristocracy retains some of its 
privileges and where membership in the 
administrative elite of a bureaucratic mon- 
archy still constitutes an important route 
of social advancement for non-nobles. Ger- 
many is the perfect example. What might 
be called the “non-entrepreneurial” or “non- 
economic” upper middle class was perhaps 
the most important and influential social 
group in Germany until late in the nine- 
teenth century. Higher officials and second- 
ary school teachers, judges and lawyers, 
doctors and university professors, made up 
an elite of the highly educated or “culti- 
vated.” These people had no more in com- 
mon with the new commercial and industrial 
classes than they had with the Junkers. Their 
views on politics, on technological progress, 
and on socio-economic change differed mark- 
edly from all those doctrines which have 
been thought most typical of the entrepre- 
neurial bourgeoisie in the Anglo-American 
tradition, Some of the peculiarities of 
modern German intellectual history would 
certainly seem less puzzling if they were 
linked with the social history and the ideol- 
ogy of this elite of the highly educated. 

The institutional history of German 
higher schools and universities throws much 
light upon the whole situation of this “culti- 
vated” group.’ It was of great consequence, 
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for example, that learning and the learned in 
Germany were thoroughly integrated into 
the administrative systems of the several 
states. Most high school teachers and all but 
the lowest ranks of university professors 
were government employees, and the laws 
covering the rights and duties of state 
employees were applied to them. Like other 
civil servants, they owed a special loyalty to 
their governments. They were subject to 
prosecution for conduct unworthy of their 
position in private or in public life. The 
universities as well as the high schools were 
administered directly through the Land 
ministries of culture. In this as in other 
fields, Prussia set many important prece- 
dents, so that it may serve as the most telling 
example. From the late eighteenth century 
until the advent of national-socialism, the 
General Code of 1794 was the basic source 
on the legal status of Prussian educational 
institutions. It asserted the state’s rights of 
supervision over the universities, although it 
also allowed for a certain degree of academic 
self-government under special corporation 
charters. After 1816, the statutes of the 
University of Berlin were the most famous, 
influential, and representative of these aca- 
demic constitutions. Beyond that, since the 
nineteenth century produced no fundamen- 
tal innovations in educational law, a mass of 
administrative precedents and ministerial 
regulations established the pattern of otdi- 
nary procedure. Because the bureaucracy 
interpreted and enforced these occasional 
rules, it held much of the initiative in the 
field of education. 

The universities did retain some auton- 
omy in purely academic matters. At each 
institution, the full professors elected a rec- 
tor and a senate every year. Neither had 
anything like the powers of an American 
college president or faculty. A curator often 
acted as the chief administrative representa- 


From Journal of Contemporary History 2 (1967): 123—138. Reprinted by permission. 


535 


CULTURAL TRANSMISSION IN GERMAN HIGHER EDUCATION 537 


fessor was derived from two sources. He had 
a basic salary from the ministry; in addition, 
students paid fees when enrolling in his “ргі- 
vate” lectures or after passing important 
qualifying examinations with him, and these 
earnings were transmitted to him by the 
government. During the nineteenth century, 
as enrolment increased and the distinction 
between “private” and unremunerated “pub- 
lic” lectures lost much of its original mean- 
ing, men who “privately” taught basic 
courses in popular fields could earn huge 
amounts from students’ fees. As a result, 
regular salaries declined in relative impor- 
tance, and differences between the incomes 
of professors became disturbingly large. 
Towards the end of the century, instructors 
earned some 1500 Marks a year, while asso- 
ciate professors and higher-ranking second- 
ary teachers earned around 5000, which was 
apparently a satisfactory income. Full pro- 
fessors had anywhere from 6000 to over 
40,000 Marks a year, the average for 502 
Prussian Ordinarien around 1900 being 
12,000 Marks. The Prussian elementary 
teacher’s salary was about 1500 a year. If 
that was a subsistence income, then the 
Ordinarien were quite wealthy, and those 
popular professors who earned 40,000 Marks 
or more were to be numbered among the 
very rich. In any case, it was apparently not 
absurd in those days to compare the finan- 
cial position of German academics with that 
of successful lawyers, doctors, and business- 
men. 

Of course it is difficult to estimate the 
social status of any group. Information 
about income, ranks, and titles is only tan- 
gentially relevant, since attributed social 
honour is based largely upon intangibles: 
traditions, values, and mental habits. Fully 
to explain the prestige of the academic elite 
in nineteenth-century Germany, one must 
look to such imponderables as integration 
into the higher civil service and “nearness to 
the throne.” It could be shown that the 
persistent emphasis upon personal “cultiva- 
tion” (Bildung) in the German intellectual 
heritage was itself an agent of social stratifi- 


cation. Study of the classics was held to be 
particularly productive of cultivation, and 
disinterested learning was thought to affect 
the whole person, not just the intellect, of 
the learner. These tenets originated in the 
great period of German neo-humanism and 
Idealism, when they reflected the genuine 
aspirations of a small aristocracy of the 
spirit. By the end of the nineteenth century 
they had become worn with age and con- 
stant use; but this only enhanced their effi- 
cacy as rationalizations of social privilege. 

However one chooses to handle these 
ideological and traditional factors in German 
class differentiation, one cannot overlook 
them. There is too much evidence that to be 
certified as highly learned in nineteenth- 
century Germany was to be accorded a great 
deal of formal respect. In the 1840s, we are 
told, even teachers in the classical secondary 
schools married the offspring **of the most 
highly regarded families from within the civil 
service, the daughters of generals, of council- 
lors of state, of provincial government presi- 
dents or directors."5 The proud wife of an 
impoverished university instructor was still a 
Frau Doktor, and this meant something. The 
attitude of the cultivated towards the newly 
wealthy, who were sometimes portrayed as 
attempting to “climb” into academic circles, 
was reminiscent of the relationship between 
nobles and bourgeois financiers in eigh- 
teenth-century France. 


Within the teaching profession, a sharp line 
of social demarcation separated primary 
school teachers from their colleagues at the 
high schools and universities. As late as 
1920, an American educator was shocked by 
the obvious strength and importance of this 
barrier, which was only partly based on dif- 
ferences of salary and rank; more impor- 
tant was the traditional distinction between 
merely practical education and “cultiva- 
tion." Indeed, the very structure of the 
educational system reflected this distinction, 
for German schools were divided into two 
almost totally unrelated compartments. 
Throughout the nineteenth century, the 
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vast majority of German children went to 
school for only eight years and spent all 
those years in the so-called Volksschulen 
(primary schools). There they were prepared 
for “the practical duties of everyday life” 
under a regime of the most rigorous disci- 
pline. They were not expected to seek the 
luxury of a secondary education. Some of 
them did go on to vocational schools or to 
six-year preparatory institutes or seminars 
for primary teachers. A very few of them 
might even move on to one of the less exclu- 
sive secondary institutions, but almost none 
of them ever reached a fully accredited 
secondary school or a university. Since even 
their teachers came from the preparatory 
institutes and not from the regular institu- 
tions of higher learning, the separation of 
popular and practical education from culti- 
vation was quite complete.” 

The most important German secondary 
school of the nineteenth century was the 
Gymnasium (grammar school)* It took 
most of its pupils from private preparatory 
schools at the age of nine or ten, although 
it also drew to some extent on the lower 
classes of the Volksschulen. Its standard- 
ized nine-year curriculum emphasized the 
classics. Next to the Gymnasium, a group of 
secondary schools had grown up during the 
nineteenth century which concentrated on 
mathematics, the natural sciences, and 
modern languages. Around 1890, the Ober- 
realschulen were the most characteristic of 
these modern institutions, while the more 
highly accredited Realgymnasium repre- 
sented a compromise between the classicism 
of the Gymnasium and the modern curricu- 
lum of the Oberrealschule. Beginning in 
1870, these two types of school were able 
gradually to improve their standing and 
accreditation. Until the end of the nine- 
teenth century, however, the Gymnasium 
was the chief beneficiary of a system of 
official examinations and "privileges" 
(Berechtigungen) which played an im- 
mensely important role in German higher 
education and, indirectly, in the whole orga- 
nization of German society. 
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A “privilege” was a right earned upon the 
completion of a specified curriculum. As of 
1890, six years successfully spent at any 
secondary school brought the privilege of a 
shortened military obligation as a one-year 
volunteer, rather than as a routine conscript. 
Entry into the Prussian forestry department 
or building institute, the right to become a 
higher official in the postal service or to 
enter the provincial bureaucracy on a certain 
rank level—all these were privileges granted 
to those with a certified minimum educa- 
tional background. It was a peculiarity of 
the system that the state, rather than the 
Schools or universities, administered the 
most important examinations upon which 
the assigning of privileges was based. The 
secondary schools tested and graded their 
pupils regularly; but a student had only to 
pass the nine-year curriculum in order to be 
admitted to the examination for the Abitur. 
This examination was set and supervised by 
the authorities. In Prussia after 1832 it was 
possible to take a modified Abitur examina- 
tion at one of the more highly accredited 
modern secondary schools, but no signifi- 
cant privileges were associated with the non- 
classical certificate of graduation. Until late 
in the nineteenth century, the term Abitur 
therefore referred essentially to the Gymna- 
sium examination alone, and the classically 
educated had a monopoly of all important 
privileges. Even rather minor posts in the 
civil service were often restricted to those 
who had passed the Gymnasium Abitur. 

After 1834, the German universities gave 
no entrance examinations, and neither super- 
vised their students’ programmes of study, 
nor tested and graded their class perfor- 
mance. They were obliged to enrol anyone 
who had the classical Abitur, and only rarely 
accepted those without it. Once registered, 
however, a student could prepare himself in 
whatever way he chose for the next step 
along the road of examinations and privi- 
leges. Usually, his first concern was to pass 
one of the standard state examinations and 
thus to earn the official diploma in his field 
of study. As might be expected, admission 
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to the state examination in a given subject 
was itself an important privilege. Even matric- 
ulation at a university was of little use, 
from a practical or professional point of 
view, unless it was coupled with the right to 
take a state examination. That right, how- 
ever, was commonly reserved to those who 
had already earned the classical Abitur, who 
had been registered at a university for a 
minimum of three to five years, and who 
had signed up and paid fees for certain prac- 
tically obligatory courses in their subject. 
There were two purely academic degrees: 
the doctorate and the venia legendi. With the 
latter and higher of these two degrees, a man 
was qualified (habilitiert) to lecture at a uni- 
versity, and both degrees were conferred by 
the university faculties alone. Although stu- 
dents in most fields worked for their diplo- 
mas before deciding whether or not to go on 
to the doctorate, there was no formal rela- 
tionship at all between the academic degrees 
and the state examinations. The latter were 
established and administered by whatever 
ministry was concerned with the qualifica- 
tion to be tested, although the competent 
university faculties were certainly consulted. 

Needless to say, Gymnasium graduates 
were freely admitted to all types of tests in 
all subjects. Not so the scholars of the 
modern secondary schools. Until 1870, they 
were excluded from all state examinations, 
even if they succeeded in matriculating at a 
university through special arrangements. 
After 1870, they could take the government 
tests for secondary school instructors of 
modern languages, mathematics, and the 
natural sciences; but until 1886 even this 
concession was limited by the further pro- 
vision that they could teach these subjects 
only at the modern schools. It was not until 
1900 that really thorough reforms were 
begun. In the meantime, those leaving 
modern secondary schools were fortunate to 
have an additional outlet for their talents at 
the so-called technical institutes (Technische 
Hochschulen). These had their earliest ante- 
cedents in the eighteenth century, but even 
the economic and technological advances of 


the 1830s and 1840s brought them only 
minor gains in enrolment and accreditation. 
By the mid-1860s, however, they were ready 
to begin a long and difficult battle for aca- 
demic standing. Graduating from their 
earlier status of advanced vocational schools, 
they began to call themselves “роју- 
technical” and finally “technical” institutes, 
while simultaneously attempting to move 
towards something like equality with the 
universities. They fought as natural allies of 
the modern schools and, like the latter, met 
considerable opposition from the traditional 
champions of pure and impractical learning. 
Until late in the century, the technical insti- 
tutes could not give doctoral degrees, and 
even in their areas of specialization the sys- 
tem of privileges was only very slowly ex- 
tended in their favour, In 1878, graduates of 
the Oberrealschulen who went on to the 
technical institutes to study construction 
and machine building had been admitted to 
the state examinations and positions in these 
subjects. In 1886, however, this privilege was 
withdrawn, because state officials in the 
field of construction and machine building 
protested that the status of their calling 
would be lowered by the admission of gradu- 
ates from the modern schools.” 


It is significant that the development of the 
state examination system was always inti- 
mately connected with the evolution of the 
German bureaucracy. Indeed, the decisive 
decades around 1800 produced not only the 
Prussian General Code and the statutes of 
Berlin University but also the introduction 
of the classical Abitur, the consequent sepa- 
ration of the privileged Gymnasium from the 
existing secondary schools of a more popular 
and vocational stamp, the requirement of 
university training for secondary school 
teachers, the setting of state examinations 
for this purpose, the establishment of educa- 
tional standards for various departments and 
ranks of the higher civil service, and the 
introduction of legal tenure for qualified 
government officials. The chronological 
convergence of these developments was any- 
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thing but accidental, and yet the requirements 
of the German bureaucracy alone do not 
suffice to account for the growing importance 
of the state examinations during the nine- 
teenth century. One must remember that a 
student's certified training as a public forester 
or building inspector could be useful to him 
even when looking for employment outside 
the civil service. Governments needed not 
only trained lawyers, but also health officials, 
postal clerks, chemistry teachers, railroad en- 
gineers, and other white-collar specialists. 
Moreover, the authorities were naturally in- 
terested in maintaining standards in such 
fields as pharmacy and construction. As a re- 
sult, there was hardly an area or discipline for 
which some sort of state examination was not 
eventually devised. In an economic environ- 
ment in which opportunities for the self-made 
man without formal training were relatively 
scarce, the diploma offered a certain secu- 
rity. Thus the free and learned professions 
absorbed much of the available middle-class 
talent, and a species of private officials grew 
up side by side with the regular civil service. 
One is tempted to speak of a “social fusion” 
in which the administrative and higher pro- 
fessional classes were drawn together. The 
Officials contributed aristocratic and bureau- 
cratic values, but it was the academic ideol- 
ogy of “cultivation” which provided the 
most important bond between the various 
elements of the alliance. Institutionally, the 
universities were the foci of the whole sys- 
tem of examinations and privileges; intellec- 
tually, they took the lead in elaborating and 
disseminating a learned tradition which justi- 
fied and maintained the elite's internal 
coherence. 


In 1885, when the population of Germany 
stood near 47 million and around 7.5 million 
children were attending the Volksschulen, 
the total enrolment for all types of German 
secondary schools was only 238,000. Atten- 
dance had reached 27,000 at the universities, 
somewhat more than 2500 at the technical 
institutes, and fewer than 1950 at the acade- 
mies of forestry, mining, veterinary science, 
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and agriculture.'’ Progress in primary edu- 
cation had apparently been remarkable; 
practically all German children were being 
taught to read and write.'^ For every 
10,000 inhabitants, however, there were 
only about 50 secondary school students, 
and the ratio of primary to secondary school 
pupils was more than 30 to 1. 

Differences of income undoubtedly had 
something to do with this abrupt narrowing 
of the educational pyramid. The cost of a 
complete higher education, not counting the 
customary course in a private preparatory 
School, was between 4000 and 8000 
Marks.'? This was a significant amount, and 
yet the institutional and cultural barriers 
between primary and secondary schools 
were probably more important than the 
financial ones; it was in fact virtually impos- 
sible to transfer from the higher classes of 
the Volksschule to a higher school. For most 
children, given the institution of the prepara- 
tory schools, even the road from the lowest 
grades of the Volksschule to the high schools 
was blocked. Moreover, a tradesman who 
wished to give his son a good education 
might naturally be inclined to begin with a 
modern school. But even if the youngster 
then showed real promise along this route, it 
was still almost impossible for him to get to 
a university. In short, parents and teachers 
were forced to make essentially permanent 
educational plans for five-year old children, 
and this in the absence of aptitude tests. 
Inevitably, a “cultivated” family background 
often became the actual measure of the 
capacity for cultivation. The Volksschulen 
were almost exclusively lower-class institu- 
tions. Primary teachers ordinarily came from 
the lower and lower-middle classes. The dis- 
continuities within the educational system 
became rifts in the social fabric. 

Of the 238,000 young people who at- 
tended German secondary schools in 1885, 
more than 133,000 were enrolled in Prussian 
schools. Of these, 84,300 were at a Gymna- 
sium; 24,700 at а Realgymnasium; 5100 
attended an Oberrealschule, and another 
19,100 went to even less highly accredited 
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modern schools. Of the 4173 Prussian stu- 
dents who passed their Abitur in 1885, 3567 
received the cherished certificate from the 
Gymnasium; 574 from a Realgymnasium, 
and 32 from an Oberrealschule. Of the 3147 
graduates who went on to a university, 2963 
were from a Gymnasium, 184 from a Real- 
gymnasium, and none from an Oberreal- 
schule, For every 10,000 inhabitants of 
Prussia, 48 students attended a Prussian sec- 
ondary school; 30 went to a Gymnasium; 
less than 1.5 received an Abitur. 

These figures point up the special posi- 
tion of the classical Gymnasium, Over 85 per 
cent of the Abitur certificates went to 
Gymnasium students; about 83 per cent of 
those who received an Abitur from the Gym- 
nasium chose to attend a university. An 
independent survey of all Prussian recipients 
of the Abitur between 1875 and 1899 
showed that 83 per cent held their certifi- 
cate from the Gymnasium, and 77 per cent 
of these went on to the university, whereas 
only 29.6 per cent of the Realgymnasium 
graduates and 20.5 per cent of the Oberreal- 
Schule graduates chose to continue their 
studies in this way.'* Of the students at 
Prussian universities between 1887 and 
1890, 85.2 per cent came from a Gymna- 
sium, 6.7 per cent had the Abitur from a 
modern secondary school, 8.1 per cent were 
enrolled without an Abitur, under special 
provisions and with severely limited privi- 
leges.!5 

Given the organizational barriers which 
Separated the Gymnasium from the rest of 
the secondary school system, one begins to 
appreciate how minute a proportion of the 
German population had access to the tradi- 
tional learning and to the privileges which 
were its rewards. At the same time, it is not 
enough to say that the German school sys- 
tem was undemocratic or that it provided 
insufficient opportunities for talent from the 
lower classes. The obstacles to a vertical inte- 
Bration of society were perhaps less signifi- 
cant in some respects than the lines which 
Separated industrial and commercial from 
professional and bureaucratic elements 


within the upper as well as within the middle 
and lower classes. The rigid compartmental- 
ization of higher education, the conflict 
between classicism and modernism, and the 
anachronistic predominance of the Gymna- 
sium, tended to maintain such a division at 
all social levels. During the later nineteenth 
century, Germany was very rapidly becom- 
ing one of the most highly industrialized 
nations in the world, and yet the advance of 
modern subjects in secondary education was 
extraordinarily slow. Perhaps some of the 
students who left the secondary schools 
before the Abitur were willing and able to 
move into commerce and industry; but 
among the 1026 Prussian secondary school 
graduates in 1885 who did not plan to 
attend a university, only 18 per cent chose 
agriculture, commerce, or industry. Al- 
most all the rest opted for military careers 
or for the civil service. Even on this level, the 
close connection between higher education 
and government asserted itself, and learning 
remained relatively isolated from the private 
and productive sector of the economy. 


Statistics on the family background of Ger- 
man university students suggest that the elite 
of the highly educated recruited itself to a 
remarkable extent from its own offspring." 
Nearly 60 per cent of Württemberg Gymna- 
sium graduates enrolled at the University of 
Tübingen in the 1840s had fathers who were 
educated at a university. For 1873-7, the 
corresponding figure was only slightly less. 
As the century progressed, new groups did 
increase their representation at the institu- 
tions of higher learning. The percentage of 
academically trained fathers at the Univer- 
sity of Halle, which had been 55.4 from 
1761 to 1778, fell to 33.5 by 1877-81, and 
the corresponding figures for all Prussian 
universities were down to 27 in 1899/1900 
and 25.7 in 1902/03. Officials and lawyers 
continued to be well represented. Nearly 40 
per cent of the pupils in Bavarian Gymnasien 
and Realgymnasien between 1869 and 1871 
were the sons of officials; at the turn of the 
century, Prussian law students still came 
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from more highly educated families than did 
university students as a whole, and 60 per 
cent of officials’ sons chose to follow their 
fathers’ careers. Traditionally, Protestant 
faculties of theology were even more closely 
connected with the academic classes than 
the lawyers. As late as 1900, about 40 per 
cent of students of Protestant theology at 
Prussian universities were sons of university 
men. The corresponding figure for Tiibingen 
during the 1840s was almost 65 per cent. 
The field of Catholic theology, on the other 
hand, was one of the main channels of social 
mobility. The relevant indicator, the per- 
centage of academically educated fathers, 
was 3 for Tübingen in the 1840s and about 4 
for all Prussian universities around 1900. 
This may help to explain, incidentally, why 
German Catholicism has sometimes appeared 
socially more progressive and politically 
more democratic than German Protestant- 
ism. Finally, as might be expected, the 
modernizing movement in secondary educa- 
tion received much of its support from the 
non-academic classes. Statistics on the 
family background of Prussian secondary 
school graduates from 1875 to 1899 show 
that 21.5 per cent of the fathers were univer- 
sity men in the case of the Gymnasien, 7 per 
cent in the case of the Realgymnasien, and 
only 4 per cent in the case of the Oberreal- 
schulen. Obviously, new social groups were 
rapidly increasing their rate of entry into the 
academic elite during the closing decades of 
the nineteenth century. University atten- 
dance itself grew from 13,000 in 1871 and 
21,000 in 1880, to just under 34,000 in 
1900. Nonetheless, as late as 1899/1900, 27 
per cent of Prussian students of all faculties 
were still the sons of university men. This 
meant something in a nation which in 1895 
had an academic enrolment of 28,500 for a 
total population of over 52 million. It was a 
minute fraction of the population, after all, 
which still supplied over a quarter of its own 
replacements, despite the rapidly expanding 
demand for academic certification. 

Of the students at Prussian universities 
between 1887 and 1890, little more than 
one in a thousand were the sons of work- 
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ers.!? Rather more than one in ten were the 
sons of high officials, judges and lawyers 
with full academic education, university pro- 
fessors, academically trained secondary 
school teachers, and higher army officers, 
Seven per cent of the fathers were clergymen 
and theologians; five per cent were doctors 
and apothecaries. Almost a quarter were 
middle and lower ranking state officials and 
teachers without full university educations; 
another 2 per cent were owners of large 
estates, and 12.7 per cent were independent 
farmers. That left slightly less than a third of 
the fathers in the remaining categories of 
“merchants” (17.3 per cent) and "industrial- 
ists” (15.6 per cent). Under these two labels, 
Statisticians lumped together the whole pro- 
ductive sector of the middle and lower- 
middle classes, feeling perhaps that there was 
no essential difference between a steel manu- 
facturer and a provincial tanner. After 1900, 
more careful distinctions were made, and we 
have the following percentage figures on the 
occupations of fathers of Prussian university 
students for the academic year 1902/3:'? 


1) Officers, military officials and 

military doctors 19 
2) High government officials, 

judges and lawyers with 


university education 6.1 
3) Teachers with university education 4.5 
4) Clergy and theologians 5.8 
5) Doctors, veterinarians and apothe- 

caries 5.0 


6) Teachers without university edu- 
cations, middle and lower officials 
without academic training, 
low-ranking officers (Unter- 
offiziere) 22.6 

7) Rentiers 0.6 

8) Large landowners, lessees of domain 
lands, stewards on great estates 5.2 

9) Independent farmers 6.3 

10) Entrepreneurs, owners, and senior 
employees in manufacturing, 
transport, commerce, finance, 
publishing, and insurance 97 

11) Small independent merchants, 
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shopkeepers, innkeepers, trades- 

men, and artisans 26.3 
12) Middle and lower-level supervisory 

and clerical personnel in industry, 

commerce, transport, insurance 2:3 
13) Workers and “other helpers” 

(all sectors) 1.0 
14) Other occupations, ог попе given 2.6 


Categories 1, 2, 3, and 6, give a figure of 
35.1 per cent for government and the 
government-controlled sector of education, 
certainly a high fraction of the total; the 
first five categories show 23.3 per cent for 
the “non-economic” upper-middle class, the 
academic elite in the narrow sense of the 
term. While the offspring of the large landed 
proprietors and of high government officials 
tended to favour the study of law as a prep- 
aration for the civil service, there was a 
disproportionately large number of farmers’ 
sons in the Catholic theological faculties. 
The lower and working classes still added 
only an insignificant fraction to the univer- 
sity population. Above all, the business com- 
munity was not well represented. The figure 
of 9.7 per cent in category 10 seems surpris- 
ingly low, particularly since white-collar em- 
ployees, the “new middle class,” made a 
very poor showing in category 12. Thus 
large-scale industry, commerce, finance, and 
transportation, the most progressive sectors 
of the economy, had relatively little contact 
with the universities. The older elements of 
the middle and lower-middle classes, the 
independent artisans and shopkeepers, did 
somewhat better; but even their 26.3 per 
cent was almost matched by the 22.6 per 
cent of the middle and lower officials and 
teachers. The composition of the academic 
elite was undoubtedly changing, absorbing 
elements from the lower-middle classes. But 
on this as on every other level of the social 
hierarchy, the newcomers stemmed surpris- 
ingly often from the older, “non-economic” 
or at least non-industrial sectors of society. 

This general conclusion applies even more 
strongly to the entrants into the academic 
profession itself. Among those who were 


habilitiert to lecture at German universities 
between 1860 and 1889, no less than 65 per 
cent were the sons of higher officials, profes- 
sors, and academically educated profes- 
sions; more than 7 per cent were the sons 
of lower officials and teachers; 6.1 per cent 
of landowners and farmers. Only 5.8 per 
cent of the fathers were owners, managers, 
or senior employees in industry, commerce, 
transport, finance, and insurance. Given 
these figures, it is not difficult to imagine 
that the highly educated in late nineteenth- 
century Germany thought and acted as a 
unique social group and developed their own 
characteristic set of values, Both Max Weber 
and Friedrich Paulsen saw that 


differences of education are one of the 
strongest... social barriers, especially in 
Germany, where almost all privileged posi- 
tions inside and outside the civil service are 
tied to qualifications involving not only 
specialized knowledge but also “general cul- 
tivation," and where the whole school and 
university system has been put into the ser- 
vice of this [ideal of] general cultivation.?! 

The academically educated constitute a 
kind of intellectual and spiritual aristocracy 
in Germany... They form something like 
an official nobility, as indeed they all partici- 
pate in the government and administration 
of the state... Together, they make up a 
homogeneous segment of society; they 
simply recognize each other as social equals 
on the basis of their academic cultiva- 
tion...Conversely, anyone in Germany 
who has no academic education lacks some- 
thing which wealth and high birth cannot 
fully replace. The merchant, the banker, the 
rich manufacturer or even the great land- 
owner, no matter how well he stands in 
other respects, will occasionally be harmed 
by his lack of academic training. As a conse- 
quence, the acquisition of a university edu- 
cation has become a sort of social necessity 
with us, or at least the acquisition of the 
Abitur, the potential right of academic citi- 
zenship.?? 
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32. The Contribution of Schooling to the Learning of Norms 


INDEPENDENCE 


One answer to the question, “What is 
learned in school?” is that pupils learn to 
acknowledge that there are tasks they must 
do alone, and to do them that way, Along 
with this self-imposed obligation goes the 
idea that others have a legitimate right to 
expect such independent behavior under cer- 
tain circumstances.’ Independence has a 
widely acknowledged though not unequivo- 
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cal meaning. In using it here 1 refer to a 
cluster of meanings: doing things on one’s 
own, being self-reliant, accepting personal 
responsibility for one’s behavior, acting self- 
sufficiently,* and handling tasks with which, 
under different circumstances, one can right- 
fully.expect the help of others. The pupil, 
when in school, is separated from family 
members who have customarily provided 
help, support, and sustenance, persons on 
whom he has long been dependent. 


This chapter first appeared as Chapter 5 (pp. 63—90) in On What Is Learned in School (Addison-Wesley, 
1968), We have extracted pp. 66—73 for reproduction here. Reprinted by permission of the publisher. 
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A constellation of classroom character- 
istics, teacher actions, and pupil actions 
shape experiences in which the norm of 
independence is learned. In addition to the 
fact that school children are removed from 
persons with whom they have already 
formed strong relationships of dependency, 
the sheer size of a classroom assemblage 
limits each pupil’s claim to personal contact 
with the teacher, and more so at the second- 
ary levels than at the elementary. This 
numerical property of classrooms reduces 
pupils’ opportunities for establishing new 
relationships of dependency with adults and 
for receiving help from them, 

Parents expect their children to act inde- 
pendently in many situations, but teachers 
are more systematic in expecting pupils to 
adhere to standards of independence in per- 
forming academic tasks. There are at least 
two additional aspects of classroom opera- 
tion that bear directly on learning the norm 
of independence: rules about cheating and 
formal testing. Let us consider cheating first. 
The word itself is condemnatory in its refer- 
ence to illegal and immoral acts. Most com- 
monly, attention turns to how much cheat- 
ing occurs, who cheats, and why. But these 
questions, while of great importance else- 
where, are of no concern here. My interest is 
in a different problem: to what types of 
conduct is the pejorative “cheating” assigned? 

In school, cheating pertains primarily to 
instructional activities and usually refers to 
acts in which two or more parties participate 
when the unaided action of only one is 
expected. Illegal or immoral acts such as 
stealing and vandalism, whether carried out 
by individuals or groups, are not considered 
cheating because they have no direct connec- 
tion with the central academic core of 
school activities. Nor is joint participation 
categorically proscribed; joint effort is called 
cooperation or collusion depending on the 
teacher’s prior definition of the task. 

Cheating takes many forms, most of 
which involve collective effort. A parent and 
a child may collaborate to produce home- 
work; two pupils can pool their wisdom (or 


ignorance, as the case may be) in the interest 
of passing an examination. In both cases the 
parties join deliberately, although deliberate- 
ness is not essential to the definition; one 
pupil can copy from another without the 
latter knowing. In the case of plagiarism, of 
course, the second party is not a person at 
all, but information compiled by another. 
The use of crib notes, perhaps a limiting 
case, involves no collusion; it consists, 
rather, of an illegitimate form of help. These 
are the main forms of school cheating, but 
there are many variations, routine to exotic. 
Thus actions called cheating are those 
closely tied to the instructional goals of the 
school and usually involve assisted perfor- 
mance when unaided performance is 
expected. As one observer put it: Pupils 
«must learn to distinguish between coop- 
erating and cheating. "* 

The irony of cheating in school is that the 
same kinds of acts are considered morally 
acceptable and even commendable in other 
situations. It is praiseworthy for one friend 
to assist another in distress, or for a parent 
to help a child; and if one lacks the informa- 
tion to do a job, the resourceful thing is to 
look it up. In effect, many school activities 
called cheating are the customary forms of 
support and assistance in the family and 
among friends. 

In one obvious sense, school rules against 
cheating are designed to establish the con- 
tent of moral standards. In another sense, 
the school attaches the stigma of immorality 
to certain types of behavior for social as 
distinct from ethical reasons; namely, to 
change the character of prevailing social rela- 
tionships in which children are involved. In 
the case of homework, the school, in effect, 
attempts to redefine the relationship 
between parents and children by proscribing 
one kind of parental support, which is not a 
problem in other circumstances. The teacher 
has no direct control over parents but tries 
to influence them at a distance by asking 
their adherence to a principle clothed in 
moral language whose violations are punish- 
able. The line between legitimate parental 
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support (encouraged when it takes the form 
of parents stressing the importance of school 
and urging their children to do well) and 
collusion is unclear, but by morally proscrib- 
ing parental intervention beyond a certain 
point, the teacher attempts to limit the 
child’s dependence on family members in 
doing his school work. In other words, he 
expects the pupil to work independently. 
The same argument applies to pupils and 
their friends; the teacher attempts to elimi- 
nate those parts of friendship that make it 
difficult or impossible for him to discover 
what a pupil can do on his own. In relation- 
ships with kin and friends, the customary 
sources of support in times of adversity, the 
school intervenes by restricting solidarity 
and, in the process, determines what the 
pupil can accomplish unaided. The pupil, for 
his part, discovers which of his actions he is 
held accountable for individually within the 
confines of tasks set by the school. 

This argument is indirectly supported by 
the comparison between schooling and the 
occupational employment for which school 
is intended as preparation. The question here 
is the sense in which school experience is 
preparatory. Usually workers are not re- 
stricted in seeking help on problems con- 
fronting them; on the contrary, many 
Occupations provide resources specifically 
intended to be helpful: arrangements for 
consultation, libraries, access to more experi- 
enced colleagues, and so on. Only in rare 
situations are people expected not to enlist 
the aid of family and friends in matters 
pertaining to work where that aid is appro- 
priate. In other words, activities on the job, 
directly analogous to school work, do not 
carry comparable restrictions. However, 
people in their occupational activities are 
required to accept individual responsibility 
and accountability for the performance of 
assigned and self-initiated tasks. To the 
extent that the school contributes to the 
development of independence, the prepara- 
tion lies more in the development of a 
psychological disposition to act indepen- 
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dently than to perform a certain range of 
tasks without help. 

Second, as to testing, and particularly the 
use of achievement tests; most important for 
independence are the social conditions de- 
signed for the administration of tests, not 
their content or format. By and large, pupils 
are tested under more or less rigorously con- 
trolled conditions. At one end of the spec- 
trum, formal standardized tests are adminis- 
tered most stringently; pupils are physically 
separated, and the testing room is patrolled 
by proctors whose job is to discover contra- 
band and to guarantee that no communica- 
tion occurs, these arrangements being 
designed so that each examination paper 
represents independent work. At the other 
end, some testing situations are more infor- 
mal, less elaborately staged, although there is 
almost always some provision to ensure that 
each pupil's work represents the product of 
only his own efforts. 

Testing represents an approach to estab- 
lishing the norm of independence, which is 
different from the proscription against 
cheating even though both are designed to 
reduce the likelihood of joint effort. Where- 
as the rules against cheating are directed 
toward delineating the form of appropriate 
behavior, the restrictions built into the test- 
ing situation provide physical constraints 
intended to guarantee that teachers will 
receive samples of the work pupils do 
unassisted. Actually, unless they stipulate 
otherwise, teachers expect pupils to do most 
of their everyday work by themselves; daily 
assignments provide the opportunities for 
and practice in independent work. Tests, 
because they occur at less frequent intervals 
than ordinary assignments, cannot provide 
comparably frequent opportunities; by the 
elaborate trappings of their administration, 
particularly with college entrance exams, 
and the anxiety they provoke, they symbol- 
ize the magnitude of the stakes. 

It may be objected that in emphasizing 
independence I have ignored cooperation, 
since an important item on the school 
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agenda is the instruction of pupils in the 
skills of working with others. Teachers do 
assign work to groups and expect a collabo- 
tative product, and to this extent they 
require the subordination of individual to 
collective efforts, but judging the product 
according to collective standards is another 
question. 

To evaluate the contribution of each 
member of a working team, the teacher must 
either judge the quality of each one’s work, 
in effect relying on the standard of indepen- 
dence, or rate each contribution according 
to the quality of the total product. The 
latter procedure rests on the assumption that 
each member has contributed equally, an 
untenable assumption if one member has 
carried the rest or if a few members have 
carried a weak sister. That occurrences of 
this kind are usually considered “unfair” 
Suggests the normative priority of indepen- 
dence and the simple fact of life in industrial 
societies; ie., that institutions of higher 
learning and employers want to know how 
well each person can do and put constraints 
on the schools in order to find out. Thus, 
although the school provides opportunities 
for pupils to gain experience in cooperative 
situations, in the last analysis it is the indi- 
vidual assessment that counts. 


ACHIEVEMENT 


Pupils come to accept the premise that they 
should perform their tasks the best they can, 
and act accordingly. The concept of achieve- 
ment, like independence, has several refer- 
ents. It usually denotes activity and mastery, 
making an impact on the environment rather 
than fatalistically accepting it, and com- 
peting against some standard of excellence. 
Analytically, the concept should be distin- 
guished from independence, since, among 
other differences, achievement criteria can 
apply to activities performed collectively. 
Much of the recent literature treats 
achievement in the context of child-rearing 
within the family as if achievement motiva- 


tion were primarily a product of parental 
behavior.* Even though there is reason to 
believe that early childhood experiences in 
the family do contribute to its development, 
classroom experiences also contribute 
through teachers’ use of resources beyond 
those ordinarily at the command of family 
members, 

Classrooms are organized around a set of 
core activities in which a teacher assigns 
tasks to pupils and evaluates and compares 
the quality of their work. In the course of 
time, pupils differentiate themselves accord- 
ing to how well they perform a variety of 
tasks, most of which require the use of 
symbolic skills. Achievement standards are 
not limited in applicability to the classroom 
nor is their content restricted to the cogni- 
tive areas. Schools afford opportunities for 
participation in a variety of extra-curricular 
activities, most conspicuously athletics, but 
also music, dramatics, and a bewildering 
array of club and small group activities serv- 
ing individual interests and talents. 

The direct relevance of classroom work in 
providing task experience judged by achieve- 
ment criteria is almost self-evident; the 
experience is built into the assignment- 
performance-evaluation sequence of the 
work. Less evident, however, is the fact that 
these activities force pupils to cope with 
various degrees of success and failure, both 
of which can be psychologically problema- 
tic. Consistently successful performance 
requires that pupils deal with the conse- 
quences of their own excellence in a context 
of peer equality in nonacademic areas. For 
example, they confront the dilemma 
inherent in having surpassed their age-mates 
in some respects while depending on their 
friendship and support in others, particularly 
in out-of-school social activities. The class- 
room provides not only the achievement 
experience itself but by-products of it, 
taking the form of the dilemma just de- 
scribed. 

Similarly, pupils whose work is consis- 
tently poor not only must participate in 
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achievement activities leading to their fail- 
ure, they must also experience living with 
that failure. They adopt various modes of 
coping with this, most of which center 
around maintaining personal self-respect in 
the face of continuing assaults upon it. 
Probably a minority succeed or fail consis- 
tently; a majority, most likely, do neither 
one consistently, but nonetheless worry 
about not doing well. Schooling, then, 
assures most pupils the experiences of both 
winning and losing, and to the extent that 
they gain some modicum of gratification 
from academic activities, it teaches them to 
approach their work in a frame of mind 
conducive to achievement. At the same time 
they learn how to cope, in a variety of ways 
and more or less well, with success and fail- 
ure. 

Failure is perhaps the more difficult con- 
dition with which to cope because it requires 
acknowledgment that the premise of 
achievement, to which failure itself can be 
attributed in part, is a legitimate principle by 
which to govern one's actions. Yet situations 
that constrain people to live with personal 
failure are endemic to industrial societies in 
which many facets of public life are based 
on achievement principles; political defeat 
and occupational non-promotion being two 
cases in point. 

As suggested earlier, the school provides a 
broad range of experiences other than those 
restricted to the classroom and academic in 
nature; these experiences are also based on 
achievement criteria but differ in several 
important respects. Alternatives to academic 
performance give the pupil a chance to 
succeed in achievement-oriented activities 
even though he may not be able to do well 
in the classroom. k 

How these alternative activities differ 
from those of the classroom is as important 
as the fact that they do so differ, as evi- 
denced by the case of athletics. Competitive 
Sports resemble classroom activities in that 
both provide participants with the chance to 
demonstrate individual excellence. However, 
the former—and this is more true of team 


DREEBEN 


than individual sports—permit collective 
responsibility for defeat, whereas the latter 
by and large allow only individual responsi- 
bility for failure. That is to say, the chances 
of receiving personal gratification for success 
are at least as great in sports as in the class- 
room, while the assault on personal self- 
respect for failure is potentially less intense. 
Athletics should not be written off as a 
manifestation of mere adolescent nonintel- 
lectualism, as recent writers have treated it.* 
I do not suggest that athletics has an as yet 
undiscovered intellectual richness; rather 
that its contribution should not be viewed 
simply in terms of intellectuality. Wilkinson, 
in talking about athletics in the British 
public schools, makes a similar argument, 
not so much in terms of mitigating the 
psychological consequences on achievement 
for individuals as in striking a balance 
between competition and social coopera- 
tion: 


On the football field and on the river, the 
public school taught its boys to compete, 
not so much in personal contests, as in strug- 
gles between groups—between teams, houses, 
and schools. ... They preserved middle-class 
morality and energy, but they adapted these 
to the needs of the public servant, 


So important, according to Wilkinson, in 
establishing the ethic that private privilege 
meant public duty. 

A similar contention holds for music and 
dramatics; both provide the potentiality for 
individual accomplishment and recognition 
without the persistent, systematic, and 
potentially corrosive evaluation typical of 
the classroom. Finally, in various club activi- 
ties based on interest and talent, a pupil can 
do the things he is good at in the company 
of others who share an appreciation for 
them. In all these situations, either the rigors 
of competition and judgment characteristic 
of the classroom are mitigated, or the activ- 
ity in question has its own built-in source of 
Support and personal protection, not to the 
same extent as in the family, but more than 
is available in the crucible of the classroom. 
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The school provides a wider variety of 
achievement experiences than does the 
family, but it also has fewer resources for 
supporting and protecting pupils’ self-respect 
in the face of failure. As pupils proceed 
through successive school levels, the rigors of 
achievement increase, at least for those who 
continue along the main academic line. 
Moreover, at the secondary levels the num- 
ber of activities governed according to 
achievement principles increases as does the 
variety of these activities. As preparation for 
adult public life in which the application of 
these principles is widespread, schooling con- 
tributes to personal development in assuring 
that the majority of pupils not only will 
have performed tasks according to the 
achievement standard, but that they will 
have had experience in an expanding number 
of situations in which activities are organized 
according to it. 


NOTES 


1. My emphasis here differs from Parsons’ in that 
he views independence primarily as a personal 
resource; *,..it may be said that the most impor- 
tant single predispositional factor with which the 
child enters the school is his level of indepen- 
dence," (See Talcott Parsons, “The School Class as 
à Social System: Some of its Functions in Ameri- 
can Society," Harvard Educational Review 29, No. 
4, 297—318 (1959); p. 300.) Although indepen- 
dence is very likely such a predisposition—whether 


it is the most important single one is debatable—it 
is part of the school's agenda to further the devel- 
opment of independence to a point beyond the 
level at which family resources become inadequate 
to do so. 

2. Winterbottom, for example, lumps indepen- 
dence and mastery together; the indices she uses to 
measure them, however, involve ostensibly differ- 
ent phenomena in that the mastery items refer to 
tendencies toward activity rather than to indepen- 
dence. Marian R. Winterbottom, “The Relation of 
Need for Achievement to Learning Experiences in 
Independence and Mastery,” in John T. Atkinson 
(ed.), Motives in Fantasy, Action, and Society, pp. 
453—478, Van Nostrand, Princeton (1958). As a 
definitional guideline for this discussion, I have 
followed the usage of Bernard С. Rosen and Roy 
D'Andrade, “The Psychosocial Origins of Achieve- 
ment Motivation,” Sociometry 22, No. 3, 186 
(1959) in their discussion of independence train- 
ing; and of McClelland and his colleagues in a study 
of independence training, David С. McClelland, A. 
Rindlisbacher, and Richard DeCharms, “Religious 
and Other Sources of Parental Attitudes toward 
Independence Training,” in David C. McClelland 
(ed.), Studies in Motivation, pp. 389—397, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, New York (1955). 

3. Kaspar D. Naegele, “Clergymen, Teachers, and 
Psychiatrists: A Study in Roles and Socialization,” 
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Sci- 
ence 22, No, 1, 53 (1956). 

4, See, for example, Marian R. Winterbottom, 
ibid.; Bernard C. Rosen and Roy D'Andrade, op. 
cit, pp. 185—218; and Fred L. Strodtbeck, 
“Family Interaction, Values, and Achievement," in 
David C. McClelland et al., Talent and Society, pp. 
135—191, Van Nostrand, Princeton (1958). 

5. For one attempt to treat athletics condescend- 
ingly as non-intellectualism, see James S. Coleman, 
The Adolescent Society, Free Press of Glencoe, 
New York (1961). 

6. Rupert Wilkinson, Gentlemanly Power, p. 21, 
Oxford University Press, London (1964). 


VI 


SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION AND 
EDUCATIONAL CHANGE 


The process of educational reform during periods of revolutionary upheaval raises with par- 
ticular sharpness the general problem of the relationship between educational and social 
change. For these are among the rare historical moments when the weight of existing 
institutions and practices lightens to permit radical experimentation in education. Revolutions 
do not merely make educational change possible, they require it. They must transform the 
educational system and bring it into harmony with a new institutional and ideological 
framework. Failure to do so may undermine the revolution, for it is the educational system 
that is responsible for the molding of future generations. Revolutionary leaders tend, 
therefore, to look upon change in education not only as an important indicator of the 
character of the new social order, but also as an active force for its development. 

In order to demonstrate the complex interplay between educational and social change, we 
have chosen to examine educational reform in three great twentieth-century revolutions: 
those of Russia, Cuba, and China. Each dedicated to the attainment of the Marxist ideal of a 
classless society, they have nonetheless followed different roads in their efforts to establish a 
socialist educational system. Not infrequently, common hostility to capitalist educational 
institutions has given way to acrimonious internal debate. In the case of the Soviet Union and 
China, sharp divergence in educational theory and practice has led to mutual denunciation. 

The Soviet Union, a center of radical experimentation in education in the decade after the 
Bolshevik Revolution, early adopted as its guiding principle the classical Marxist ideal of 
polytechnical education—the provision of general training in a wide range of technical and 
manual skills. The intention was to promote the development of many-sided individuals who 
would have both the inclination and the capacity to attenuate, and ultimately to abolish, the 
distinction between physical and intellectual labor. A wide variety of schemes attempting to 
link the schooling process to the performance of productive labor were established, and 
workers’ faculties were introduced to prepare the children of peasants and workers for higher 
education. During this period of radical educational change, political consciousness and class 
background became important criteria for admission to Soviet universities.! 


1, For a discussion of experimentation in education during the early years of the Soviet regime, see МК. 
Whyte, *Educational Reform: China in the 1970s and Russia in the 1920s," Comparative Education 
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Despite the far-reaching changes that were transforming Soviet schools in the 1920s, there 
were nonetheless important constraints on the process of educational reform. Economic chaos, 
a legacy of World War I and of the Russian Civil War of 1918-1921, made reconstruction of 
the economy a pressing priority. Economic recovery, in turn, seemed to call for an educa- 
tional system geared above all to the provision of technically trained manpower; this, in any 
case, was how Lenin, who had much to say about these matters, viewed the situation. Frederic 
Lilge, in a study of the educational policies favored by Lenin (Chapter 33), shows the great 
revolutionary leader to be rather conventional on cultural questions. Relegating the creation 
of the “new socialist man” to a distant future, Lenin stressed the teaching of existing 
knowledge and cognitive skills over political education. Already, during Lenin's lifetime, the 
main beneficiaries of the wider opportunities for higher education in the years immediately 
following the Revolution were not the offspring of. proletarians and peasants, but the children 
of non-manual laborers.? In the 1930s, during the height of Stalin's push for industrialization 
and economic growth, the proportion of students from manual backgrounds declined still 
further as academic requirements for entry into higher education were raised.? Soviet schools 
have, of course, changed considerably since that time, but the character of. contemporary 
Soviet education can be traced, Lilge suggests, to the actions and authority of Lenin himself, 

In Cuba, unlike the Soviet Union, the creation of a “new socialist man" was, from the 
outset, perhaps the foremost educational objective of the revolutionary leadership. Martin 
Carnoy and Jorge Werthein argue in Chapter 34 that the changes that have occurred in Cuban 
educational strategy over the past fifteen years correspond quite closely to changes in the 
general economic strategy of the revolutionary regime. Marxist ideology, they argue, 
penetrates the content of education in terms of both what is studied and how it is studied. 
Yet the egalitarian ideological objectives of the regime may, they suggest, be in conflict with 
its economic strategy of rapid growth. This conflict is embodied in an ambiguous movement 
toward selectivity in the higher levels of the educational System—a movement that carries with 
it the possibility of the development of a technocratic elite. However, the Cuban leadership is 
aware of the contradictions inherent in a policy that, while advocating equality, permits the 
teaching of advanced technical knowledge to take precedence over political and cultural 
instruction. If the Cuban regime is to be successful in its effort to form a new socialist man, 
important features of Cuban education—most notably its heavy reliance on grades and exams 
as sources of student motivation and its generally authoritarian and teacher-centered method 
of instruction—may have to be modified.^ 

The transformation of education in China began in the Communist-dominated zones before 
the final fall of the regime of Chiang Kai-Shek. In these zones, particularly in the Yenan 
region, educational change was seen as a crucial instrument in the struggle to build socialist 
Consciousness. By 1944, many of the features that have formed the basis of the “mass line” in 
Chinese education—emphasis on popular rather than elite education, decentralization, efforts 
to overcome the barriers between manual and intellectual labor, and the transfer of authority 
from professionals to peasants and workers—were already visible.‘ 

But the “mass line,” though consistently favored by Mao Tse-Tung, has not always been 


2, From 1923-1924 statistics reported in David Lane, “The Impact of Revolution: The Case of Selection 
of Students for Higher Education in Soviet Russia, 1917-1928,” Sociology 7 (May 1973): 241-253, 

3. See Richard Dobson, “Social Status and Inequality of Access to Higher Education in the USSR” 
(Chapter 12 in this volume). 

4. For a discussion of some of the dilemmas facing Cuban education, see Samuel Bowles, “Cuban 
Education and the Revolutionary Ideology,” Harvard Educational Review 41 (November 1971): 472—500. 
5. See Mark Selden, The Yenan Way in Revolutionary China (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1971), pp. 267-276. 
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the guiding principle of Chinese policy. Under the influence of the Soviet model of economic 
development, a more moderate or “revisionist” tendency has frequently been prominent. 
Following the mixed results of the radical “Great Leap Forward” program of the late 1950s, a 
more academic and technocratic emphasis emerged as the dominant force in Chinese 
education. At Peking University during the period from 1960 to 1962, the proportion of 
students from peasant and worker families declined from 66.8 percent to 37.7 percent. 
Though ostensibly meritocratic, the revisionist line, with its stress on the creation of elite 
schools, was not immune to ascriptive bias; the leading secondary schools, a small number of 
collective boarding institutions, were largely reserved for the children of Communist Party 
cadres. As Chinese education became more hierarchical, a new technocratic ethos developed 
among students in elite institutions. 

The battle between the mass line and the revisionist line, a recurrent conflict, intensified 
during the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution." Rejection of the Soviet model of 
education and economic development, which Maoists viewed as inevitably leading to the 
creation of a privileged intellectual elite and the restoration of capitalist values and relations 
of production, grew clearer in the broader struggle against Liu Shao-Ch'i's revisionist and 
pro-Soviet policies. Much more even than in the early years of the Soviet regime, Chinese 
education during the Cultural Revolution rejected traditional curricula and pedagogy in search 
of a new system that would give adequate attention to political education. Yet if Mao's 
maxim, "politics in command," had a powerful influence on events during the Cultural 
Revolution, it would be erroneous to see the mass line as the expression of those who would 
stress ideological instruction at the expense of the inculcation of skills useful in production. 
Instead, as Marianne Bastid, one of the few Westerners present in China during the Cultural 
Revolution, argues in Chapter 35, the struggle to revitalize a lagging system of production was 
crucial in the transformation taking place in Chinese education. From the beginning, the 
objective of the mass line has been to train workers who are both “гей” and "expert." Seen in 
this light, the objective of the Cultural Revolution in education was nothing less than to 
abolish the distinction between intellectual and manual labor while simultaneously promoting 
production. 

Consideration of the problem of the role of educational reform in a general strategy of 
social change is not, of course, limited to revolutionary regimes. Charles Silberman, in Crisis in 
the Classroom, looks to open education on the British model as a means of restoring the 
shaken faith of the American public in the democratic and liberating character of schooling." 
Christopher Jencks, in /nequality, reaches a conclusion that has been hotly debated in 
political and academic circles alike—that education is a “marginal institution" for those 
interested in greater economic equality. And Ivan Illich, in his equally controversial 
Deschooling Society, argues that compulsory schooling should be disestablished altogether.’ 

Radically different visions of the educational system, often corresponding to divergent 


6. See Victor Nee, The Cultural Revolution at Peking University (New York: Monthly Review, 1971), 
especially pp. 25—47, for a discussion of the growth of elitism in Chinese education prior to the Cultural 
Revolution. 

7. Charles Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom: The Remaking of American Education (New York: Random 
House, 1970). For a critical review, see Michael B. Katz, “Оп Crisis in the Classroom," in Education in 
American History, ed. Michael B. Katz (New York: Praeger, 1973), pp. 339—348. 

8. Christopher Jencks et al., /nequality: A Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America 
(New York: Basic Books, 1972), p. 265. See the Introduction to the present volume for a critical 
assessment of Inequality. 

9. Ivan Illich, Deschooling Society (New York: Harper and Row, 1971). See also Herbert Ginus, "Toward 
a Political Economy of Education: A Radical Critique of Ivan Illich's Deschooling Society,” Harvard 
Educational Review 42 (February 1972): 70-96. 
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political ideologies, are now in competitive circulation. One vision, under increasing attack in 
recent years, is that of classical liberalism—the view that the social barriers that have 
traditionally obstructed equality must be dismantled so as to allow the most talented, 
whatever their origin, to rise through the hierarchies of education and class. Daniel Bell has 
given new life to the liberal vision in his essay “Оп Meritocracy and Equality” (Chapter 36). A 
principled defense of the meritocratic values that have supported selectivity in education and 
inequality of rewards in the economy, Bell’s argument can be seen as a response to the 
populist and socialist challenges of the past decade. For Bell, openness rather than equality is 
the mark of the good society. This position, of course, was precisely the target of Michael 
Young's satire of 1958.7? What is perhaps most striking about Bell's vision, published more 
than fifteen years after Young coined the term “meritocracy,” is that the social ideal it 
upholds is not so very different from the dominant ideology of contemporary American 
society. 

А social democratic view of the problem of education and social change is presented by 
Tom Schuller and Jarl Bengtsson in Chapter 37. In it they argue for a policy of recurrent 
education—a strategy of lifelong alternation of school and work that is expressly designed to 
achieve greater equity in the distribution of educational resources. A further consequence of 
the policy of recurrent education would, they suggest, be to impart to workers a body of 
technical knowledge and cognitive skills that would assist them in struggles for control over 
the process of production. This vision of industrial democracy gives a distinctly socialist flavor 
to Schuller's and Bengtsson's argument. They are aware of the numerous ways in which 
recurrent education may be manipulated in the interest of. employers. Expanded opportunities 
for educational leaves of absence could, they observe, foster a mentality more oriented to 
individual mobility than to collective solidarity, but the general thrust of their argument 
points to an increase in working-class challenges to the prerogatives of management as an 
outcome of a policy of recurrent education. L'éducation permanente may lead in this 
direction. Or, as André Gorz has argued, it may lead to a management-oriented rationalization 
of the relationship between school and work. !! 

A Marxist vision of education in advanced capitalist society is put forward by the Il 
Manifesto group of Italy. A left-wing party born of a split with the reformism of the Italian 
Communist Party, Il Manifesto rejects the Russian model of socialism and draws widely upon 
the experience of Chinese communism in its quest for a strategy that will bring about 
revolutionary changes in Italian Ssociety.!? Critical not only of the demand of Western 
working-class parties for equality of educational opportunity, but also of the hierarchical and 
selective educational policies followed by the socialist countries of Eastern Europe, Il 
Manifesto calls for the abolition of schooling as an instrument of selection for social positions 
in the class structure (see Chapter 38). The model of education they propose—which would do 
away with the distinction between school and Society, integrate the educational and 
production processes, and entrust socialization to the community rather than to a body of 
professional experts—resembles the “mass line" in Chinese education. Like the Maoists, Il 


10. Michael Young, The Rise of the Meritocracy (London: Thames and Hudson, 1958). 

11. André Gorz, "Le programme caché de l'éducation permanente," Les Temps Modernes, November 
1974. The political origins of recurrent education—which are to be found more in a movement from above 
to increase worker productivity than in a push from below to democratize education and work—would 
Seem to suggest that the outcome predicted by Gorz may be a more likely outcome of Schuller and 
Bengtsson's educational strategy than their own objective of industrial democracy. 

12. See Rossana Rossanda, “Mao’s Marxism," in The Socialist Register 1971, ed. Ralph Miliband and John 
Saville (London: The Merlin Press, 1971), for an example of the influence Maoism and the Cultural 
Revolution have exerted on Il Manifesto's vision of communism. 
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Manifesto insists that the process of educational transformation must not wait for a distant 


revolutionary future, but must begin today. 


These visions of and plans for possible future worlds are included here to indicate the 
ideological and political context of the debate. They underline the fact that the sociology of 
education is ultimately concerned with the passions and interests of people and societies to 
create or maintain men in their own or some other image through the fundamental processes 
of reproducing or recreating the generations. The social science of education begins and ends 
in values. If its distinctive task is the rational analysis of the social relations of upbringing, its 
final contribution is to increase understanding of the ways in which man makes himself. 
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33. Lenin and the Politics of Education 


Men whom Hegel defines as world-historical 
figures because they shape the lives of gener- 
ations by establishing systems of rule, law, 
or belief are sometimes called educators of 
their times, In such a general and figurative 
use of the term, the title educator is of 
course honorific and not bestowed for 
achievements specifically educational. This 
has happened to Lenin. When a historian 
attributes to him “an enormous pedagogical 
success,”! he really means that Lenin man- 
aged to impose upon his party a style of rule 
in which expedient action is supported by 
ideological justification. The educator in this 
case is a master political strategist and might 
seem to be a more suitable subject of inquiry 
for the political scientist than for the his- 
torian of education. The metaphor, however, 
conceals a part of reality. It is true that 
Lenin wrote no treatise on education. His 
ideas on the subject were few and unoriginal, 
and he left no master plan to guide the Soviet 
educational system. Yet it is also true that, 
as head of party and state, he participated 
directly in the making of educational pro- 
grams and policies, often devoting astonish- 
ing attention to details. Out of his speeches, 
memoranda, notes, and letters that deal with 
pedagogical problems and set forth his 
recommendations and decisions, a certain 
conception of education emerges. There is 
evidence that his actions and authority 
helped impart to the course of Soviet educa- 
tion a direction basically maintained until 
today. 

As one surveys his contribution, one soon 
realizes that it defies classification in terms 
educators customarily employ. He does not 
fit into any chapter of a general history of 
educational thought, nor can he be charac- 
terized by association with a school or move- 
ment, though his dialectical materialism 
might mislead one into thinking so. Rather, 
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he takes one out into a broad territory of 
indistinct boundaries where a variety of 
claims and interests meet, mingle, conflict, 
and become overlaid with one another. It 
should be remembered in this connection 
that Lenin performed successively a number 
of historical roles. He was first a subversive 
political revolutionary, then a statesman, 
and in his very last years he became an 
impatient promoter of national economic 
development. All these roles are reflected in 
what he said and did about education. Fol- 
lowing these different strands and varying 
emphases, one finds oneself in the midst of a 
dynamic complex of interdependencies. 

If a label for it must be found, perhaps 
the politics of education comes closest to 
conveying what is involved. However we 
choose to designate it, our subject will not 
submit to the simple humanistic treatment 
in which pedagogues defend the autonomy 
of education against the encroachments of 
sociologists, political scientists, and social 
planners. With such preconceptions, it would 
be impossible to understand and do justice 
to the problems Lenin had to cope with. 
Some of these did in fact arise because he 
cut himself off from certain modes of educa- 
tional thought that had come to be accepted 
in Russia as well as in the West. It is there- 
fore appropriate to begin this study with a 
brief summary of two traditions that still 
had strong appeal to the educational profes- 
sion when Lenin began to attack them and 
to deny them further influence. 

The first of these is the secular tradition 
of modern public education that derives 
from the late phase of the Enlightenment 
and is inspired by its moral beliefs. Trust in 
the natural goodness and rationality of man 
is set against corrupt social institutions that 
have to be remade and restricted by demo- 
cratic control so that eventually they may 
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promote rather than obstruct the perfection 
of the individual, Accordingly, the more 
consistent philosophes, notably Condorcet, 
demanded that future national systems of 
education be placed under the control of 
autonomous bodies of intellectuals, scien- 
tists and teachers. Under their protection a 
rational public opinion would be formed to 
act as a safeguard against any future relapses 
into political tyranny and religious mystifi- 
cation. Although Lenin retained the belief in 
social progress of the Enlightenment, its 
optimism concerning the self-emancipating 
force of reason stfuck him as excessively 
naive. His own view of the agencies of 
human progress was formed by a study of 
Hegel, Marx, and Engels, who tied reason to 
certain forms of power and made its triumph 
contingent on society's passing through 
lawful stages of historical development. To 
entrust the rule of reason to the alleged 
autonomous force of education was to think 
abstractly, that is, unhistorically and un- 
politically. 

It was therefore clear to Lenin from the 
very start of his revolutionary career that 
within the workers’ movement education 
would play a subordinate part, serving the 
class struggle of the adult masses by making 
them conscious of their economic condition 
and preparing them for their historical role. 
In short, Lenin reasserted the political domi- 
nation of education that the most consistent 
exponents of the Enlightenment had hoped 
to end forever, with the consequence that in 
prerevolutionary Bolshevik strategy, orga- 
nized political action replaced education as 
the primary instrument of social change. 
Revolution had to precede cultural recon- 
struction, for which it alone could lay the 
basis. Then, in the new society, political 
ideology would continue to control educa- 
tional institutions in order to secure its 
gradual internalization and to direct com- 
mon efforts toward the attainment of 
planned social goals. The irreconcilable con- 
flict between this position and that of the 
Enlightenment became manifest ітте- 
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diately after the October Revolution. In 
December 1917 the All-Russian Federation 
of Teachers, founded in 1905, went on a 
three months’ strike in defense of the prin- 
ciples of professional autonomy and a demo- 
cratic concept of education. It refused to act 
merely as a willing instrument but wanted to 
be an independent participant of educational 
decision-making. A year later the Federation 
was dissolved as counterrevolutionary. 

The second educational tradition Lenin 
confronted in the person of Lev Tolstoi. 
Tolstoi revived in Russia the social and 
educational philosophy of Rousseau, whom 
he so greatly admired, but gave its anarchic 
and pessimistic elements an unusual empha- 
sis. In contrast to such conservatives as 
Herbart and Hegel, Tolstoi-like Rousseau— 
did not identify education with the transmis- 
sion of culture. Instead of turning the young 
generation into robust trustees of existing 
institutions, they looked to it for the regen- 
eration of society. 

Tolstoi especially cast himself in the role 
of the child's protector vis-à-vis society, 
state, and church, whose educational aims he 
branded corrupt and stultifying. In Russia 
his literary and moral authority lent a special 
appeal to this gospel of child-centered, free 
education, in which his experience of teach- 
ing peasant children at Iasnaia Poliana had 
confirmed him. Moreover, his educational 
views harmonized with his philosophy of 
culture and society as developed in his later 
writings. The suppression of children's spon- 
taneity in state school systems had its 
counterpart in the extinction of human 
brotherhood in adults who lived by the ficti- 
tious values of society. 

Lenin's condemnation of Tolstoi was 
tempered because he admired the artist and 
because he found useful elements in Tol- 
stoi’s critique of society that appealed to 
non-Marxists. Still, Tolstoi's philosophy 
remained “unpardonable”: it was pacifist, 
anarchic, utopian, and permeated by Orien- 
tal pessimism.” In an overwhelmingly peas- 
ant society to which organized political 
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action was alien, it was a dangerous influ- 
ence that had to be fought. Although Lenin 
was familiar with Tolstoi’s essays on educa- 
tional theory, he made no specific reference 
to them. The explanation seems to be that 
educational ideas generally did not attract 
him. Despite his philosophical interests he 
never entered into a discussion of the 
antitheses at the heart of the Rousseau- 
Tolstoi tradition—the antitheses of nature 
and culture, of creativity and conformity. 
He acknowledged them only indirectly by 
taking issue with their political implications. 

The Bolshevik revolution did not extin- 
guish the Tolstoian ethos in Russia. For 
many, including Lenin’s wife Krupskaia and 
some of her closest educational collabora- 
tors, Tolstoi remained a deeper source of 
inspiration than Marx. She repeatedly 
acknowledged a profound indebtedness to 
him. In 1923, for example, she spoke entire- 
ly out of the Rousseau-Tolstoi tradition 
when she said that “children and youth 
should not become instruments for the reali- 
zation of aims that are extraneous and con- 
trary to their interests.” Had that belief 
been allowed to determine Soviet educa- 
tional practice, it might eventually have 
contributed to sustaining some form of 
humanist socialism. But both the economic 
conditions and the political-administrative 
style of the party denied any such hopes. 
Krupskaia never exercised any power in the 
party leadership, and Lenin himself realized 
only too late, if at all, that socialist culture 
Supposed a quality of human relationships 
that authoritarian administration and organi- 
zation could not create. 

We have thus far described Lenin's view 
of education within the context of modern 
intellectual history by contrasting it with 
two major traditions of educational thought. 
The first of these, deriving from the Enlight- 
enment, conflicted directly with his political 
ideology; the second, represented chiefly by 
Rousseau and Tolstoi, was rendered ineffec- 
tual by the single-party state and its totali- 
tarianism. We turn now to a more detailed 
examination of Lenin's view of the uses of 
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education in the years before the Bolshevik 
seizure of power. 


1 


At a Shrovetide party of the Petersburg 
Marxist circle in 1894, where Lenin first met 
his future wife, the conversation turned to 
the problem of illiteracy. Some in the group 
looked to education as a means of changing 
the social order. Lenin greeted their remarks 
with a cold little laugh that Krupskaia never 
forgot. “Well, if anyone wants to save the 
country through the Committee for Illiter- 
acy,” he said, “we won't hinder him."^ He 
was then only twenty-four years old but 
remarkably sure of his convictions and 
Strategy. Political revolution must precede 
cultural development. To reverse this order 
and to set one's hopes on the gradual reform 
of existing conditions was to indulge in 
childish fantasy. A decade later he restated 
this view, but this time as a party policy 
from which there was to be no deviation. 
Among other things, German revisionism 
had in the meantime had its divisive impact 
upon the Russian Marxists, and Lenin's 
earlier mockery of the social reformers 
changed to condemnation. Whoever, he 
wrote in 1905, would reduce the political 
problem to a question of education ceased 
to be a true Social Democrat. And should 
Such a person take it into his head to appeal 
to the masses with the promise of education, 
thereby turning it into a slogan distinct from 
and opposed to the politics of the Social 
Democratic party, he would descend to the 
level of demagogy.5 Of course, Lenin 
granted, the party's politics always con- 
tained an element of education: this con- 
sisted in raising the most backward stratum 
of the working class to a level of conscious- 
ness where it would become politically 
active. 

This principle of the primacy of political 
action over education Lenin maintained with 
perfect consistency to the end. When, during 
his illness in 1923, he had time to reflect on 
what had gone wrong with the party and the 
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state apparatus and how little had yet been 
accomplished by way of cultural construc- 
tion, he still justified the course he had 
taken as the only right one. The political 
revolution had to be made first, for it alone 
could create the conditions for the second, 
or cultural, revolution that would develop 
the country’s productive forces, including 
education. He granted that to establish 
socialism a certain level of culture was 
indeed necessary. But who could determine 
what precisely this level should be? Even 
now he was chiding as cowards and pedants 
those among the Russian Marxists who had 
argued that the country was not ready for 
socialism because it was too poor, its popula- 
tion too passive and illiterate. Their faulty 
ideas of revolution were derived from 
German textbooks, and thus they failed to 
realize that the October Revolution was sui 
generis and that history outgrew all models. 
Soviet socialism had to be built with the 
corrupt human material that feudalism and 
capitalism had bequeathed; there was no 
other. It was utopian to argue that the 
remaking of man was a necessary prior con- 
dition to building a new social order. But 
once political and economic power had been 
seized, there was no disputing the impor- 
tance of education for developing and per- 
fecting socialism. Late in 1920, with the civil 
war essentially over, Lenin was able to turn 
his attention to this “third,” neglected front. 

Before we follow his efforts in this direc- 
tion, certain ambiguities in his definition of 
the relation of politics to education must be 
brought to light. These ambiguities helped to 
fuel a pedagogical dispute that arose among 
Soviet educational theorists after his death 
and culminated at the end of the decade. 
What was in question was the role formal 
educational institutions should or could play 
in the cultural revolution. A group led by V.N. 
Shul'gin? revived demands advanced by 
radical Communists right after the revolu- 
tion: schools should be replaced by an 
organized social environment, preferably 
work communes in association with farms 
and factories. Only communal life, they 
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argued, and not the school, could achieve 
the necessary transformation of personality. 
Except for a few experiments, these ideas 
were not put into practice, and then the 
NEP period cooled the enthusiasm of their 
proponents. In 1928 the proclamation of the 
First Five-Year Plan rekindled the earlier 
hopes. It signaled to many the beginning of 
the transition to the end phase of commu- 
nism and provided the cultural revolution 
with a fresh impulse. To men like Shul’gin 
the vision of many millions participating in 
the total reconstruction of society suggested 
a wealth of human experience beside which 
the work of formal educational institutions 
paled to insignificance. 

To these educators the schools were not 
only feeble but retrograde and even perni- 
cious in their influence. During the latter 
part of the NEP the subject-matter curricu- 
lum had, in fact, been reestablished and 
polytechnical education had made no visible 
progress. Few students engaged in physical 
labor as well as in learning. This led to 
Shul'gin's reproach that the schools had 
regressed to verbalism and scholasticism. He 
further asserted that the ideological gap 
between the majority of teachers and the 
workers’ children remained unbridged. The 
nine-year urban school provoked his sharpest 
criticism because few working-class children 
graduated from it. Among its students he 
found persistent and open anti-Semitism, 
pornographic literature circulated, and 
sexual promiscuity was not unknown. 
Coeducation remained ineffective in combat- 
ing the degrading bourgeois relations 
between the sexes. Religious organizations 
recruited young people with impunity. Chil- 
dren from orphanages and national minor- 
ities suffered social discrimination, and the 
Young Pioneers were powerless to create 
comradely relations. But worst of all to him 
was the continued isolation of the school 
from life. While Soviet children read 
Fenimore Cooper and Harriet Beecher 
Stowe, they remained ignorant of the 
achievements of the October Revolution. In 
a questionnaire sent out by his institute, 
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many students wrote that the basic accom- 
plishment of the revolution was the aboli- 
tion of serfdom.® 

These charges helped to support 
Shul’gin’s thesis that the traditional school 
had no place in a communist society and 
that, like the state, it was an institution 
destined to die out. In support of this con- 
clusion, Shul’gin invoked the authority of 
Lenin with citations that placed high value 
upon what the masses learned directly and 
informally from their participation in revolu- 
tionary struggle. Thus the concept of 
stikhiinost’, the elemental and spontaneous 
power of the masses that was long familiar in 
Russian socialist thought, entered the debate 
over education. To Shul'gin and his fol- 
lowers it meant that the masses, faced with a 
moribund tradition of formal schooling, 
should take education into their own hands 
and by a kind of participant, grass-roots 
socialism accelerate the work of the cultural 
revolution.’ 

Now it is true that Lenin stated, both 
before and after the revolution, that the 
masses learn from their own experience, fail- 
ures, and errors. He also admonished the 
party membership to remain, as the phrase 
went, “close to the people”: in propa- 
gandizing and teaching the masses, party 
members must not resort to the book alone 
but should share the experience of the 
people. Shortly before his return from exile, 
he paid special tribute to the importance of 
spontaneity in a speech in Zurich in January 
1917. Referring to the role the Russian 
metalworkers played in the revolution of 
1905, he said: “The real education of the 
masses can never be separated from their 
own independent, and especially their revo- 
lutionary, struggle. Struggle alone educates 
the exploited class, reveals to it the measure 
of its strength, broadens its horizons, raises 
its capacity, clears its mind, and forges its 
will."'? The meaning of these magnanimous 
words was not, however, to restrict the role 
of the party as preceptor of the proletariat. 
In the preceding sentence Lenin belittled the 
spread of free public education in Western 


LILGE 


countries, perhaps because it tended to 
weaken revolutionary zeal. “When the bour- 
geois gentlemen and their uncritical lackeys, 
the socialist reformers, talk so conceitedly 
about the ‘education’ of the masses, they 
usually mean by it something schoolish and 
pedantic, something that demoralizes the 
masses." 

Such statements strongly appealed to cer- 
tain radical Soviet educators, who usually 
ignored the context in which they were 
made. The idea of liquidating the schools 
and with them the discipline of methodical 
learning never entered Lenin's head. When 
the small minority around Shul'gin pro- 
pounded the opposite view, they took the 
liberty of extending what Lenin had written 
in The State and Revolution to the school 
and revolution. They seemed to see a parallel 
between what Marx had described in The 
Civil War in France and the Soviet cultural 
revolution. Just as a standing army could be 
replaced by an armed populace, so the pro- 
fessional work of Soviet teachers could be 
dissolved into the processes of communal 
life. Factory foremen, union officials, local 
soviets, and social services could all initiate 
the young directly into economic and cul- 
tural work. The meaning of this primitive 
socialism was not merely that the wall 
between school and life had to come down. 
Direct, spontaneous participation in socialist 
construction was proclaimed a better educa- 
tion for life than formal and compulsory 
institutions could provide. Lenin's thesis of 
1917 that the state and freedom are mutual- 
ly exclusive was transferred to the schools 
with a consistency he would very likely have 
considered maddening. Like the state, 
schools were held to be compulsory institu- 
tions that obstructed a truly socialist con- 
struction, and they should be allowed to 
wither away. Whereas The State and Revolu- 
tion was laid to rest because it was an embar- 
rassment to Lenin's politics, its message was 
far from lost upon this group of revolu- 
tionary educators. They stubbornly de- 
fended the utopia of a self-educating prole- 
tarian democracy until all of them were 
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silenced in 1931 and defamed as leftist devi- 
ationists bent on destroying the schools. 
When Lenin came to sit in the statesman’s 
chair, his capacity for realism, which biogra- 
phers have noted, asserted itself also in 
education, Here, as elsewhere, the absolutes 
of Marxist ideology collided with the sad 
Russian realities. Whereas some people 
thought they could change the educational 
system from the ground up, he tempered 
such radicalism by a large dose of prudence. 
Generally speaking, he balanced the values 
of cultural continuity against the novel 
demands of a society whose shape had yet to 
be determined. The attempt to apply in 
Russian schooling the concept of polytechni- 
cal education inherited from Marx provided 
a first important test of his ability. Like 
other ideas, it could not simply be trans- 
planted to Russian soil. Moreover, its trans- 
fer from theory to practice was beset by 
numerous difficulties unresolved to this day. 
To understand what was at stake, it 
should be recognized that in the economic 
ruin at the end of the civil war the very 
principle of a general education for all was in 
dispute. The party had committed itself to 
realizing that principle in a nine-year school, 
called the unified labor school. This institu- 
tion had jettisoned most of the scholastic 
burden of the gymnasium. Greek, Latin, Old 
Slavonic, religion, and much history were 
dropped from its curriculum so that, like the 
former Realschule it resembled, it appeared 
well adapted to the requirements of an 
industrial society. But, even in this revised 
form, a general education seemed to certain 
groups a social luxury. Although Luna- 
charskii and Krupskaia defended it valiantly, 
they and the entire Commissariat of Educa- 
tion were criticized for this by the 
Komsomol, by the major economic commis- 
sariats, and by the trade unions. All pressed 
for a diversified system of vocational and 
technical training, to begin at an early age, 
that would minister directly to acute man- 
power needs. In addition there was opposi- 
tion from the Ukrainian Ministry of Educa- 
tion, which followed an independent course 
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under the leadership of Grinko. After either 
four or seven years of elementary instruc- 
tion, Ukrainian students passed directly into 
specialized technicums. Extreme material 
want gave rise to such shortsighted educa- 
tional utilitarianism, and concessions were 
inevitable. Long before the principle of the 
single school providing a general polytechni- 
cal education for all was abandoned under 
Stalin, its advocates were in fact fighting a 
losing battle. 

Nor was the urgency of economic needs 
the only argument they had to counter. In 
1922 all schools providing a general educa- 
tion beyond the first four grades enrolled 
only 5—6 percent of the age group twelve to 
seventeen," Of these institutions the nine- 
year school enjoyed a superior reputation. It 
was in fact a descendant of prerevolutionary , 
academically oriented schools, and in it chil- 
dren of proletarian origins remained a minor- 
ity throughout the 1920s, It was therefore 
not surprising that this school should be- 
come the target of social criticism as well. 
The Komsomol leadership, for example, 
charged it with being elitist, bourgeois, and 
indeed reactionary. The defenders of general 
culture, Soviet style, were thereby put in a 
difficult position. Under the prevailing 
restrictive conditions their attempt to insti- 
tutionalize a high principle of social justice 
was bound to miscarry. All during the 1920s 
the nine-year general school remained, as 
Lunacharskii frequently acknowledged, the 
problem child of his commissariat. But when 
he and his staff reluctantly made concessions 
to utilitarianism by establishing special types 
of vocational schools, they aroused the 
suspicion of many teachers. Though few of 
them cared about Marxism and still fewer 
about Bolshevism, many were deeply com- 
mitted to educational reforms that would 
abolish the traditional social discriminations 
resulting from a dual educational system. 
When a department for vocational education 
was established in Lunacharskii's commis- 
sariat in 1920 and special schools for peasant 
youth (1923) and urban factory youth 
(1925) were opened, the teachers’ disillu- 


able, the period of education was 
curtailed by two years, and the last two 
grades were devoted in part to various voca- 
tional courses, Lenin wanted it understood 
that this was a temporary retreat forced 
upon the party by the extreme poverty of 
the country, Neither the abandonment of 
the original program nor a surrender to the 
vwocationalists was involved. But unless his 
realism deserted him this time, he must have 
been aware that the distinction he drew was 
an academic one, Secondary education of 
equal quality for all was not years but 
decades away. (The official target date today 
is 1970.) In the meantime vocational or 
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the first party conference on education, held 
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Moscow, They argued that early training for 
à single industry was necessary and that the 
general polytechnical school, because it 
remained a “verbal school,” was of little 
use, 

Such talk was sharply rebuked by Lenin: 
(о make an is$ue of monotechnical versus 
polytechnical education was idle chatter and 
vapid theorizing. The party had clearly 
stated that the Marxist polytechnical prin- 
ciple was not in jeopardy, no ideological 
commitment was being sacrificed in the 
temporary change of program, ergo there 
was no issue, Party officials were advised to 
um from "abstract slogans" to the practical 
improvement of education in which experi- 
stood ready to assist if only 
would take the trouble to 
. Lenin's irritation with pre- 
leadership exercised in 
of mal problems was 
to mount, Yet his steady stream 
tions to learn from experience, to 
t with the experts, and to work for 
could not resolve the 
been posed, He refused to 
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in Capital Marx sketched in bare outline the 
“technical instruction, both theoretical and 
practical,” that would “take its proper place 
in the working-class schools” once the prole- 
tariat came to power, The theoretical part he 
defined as a knowledge of the general princi- 
ples underlying all processes of production; 
the practical, as skill in handling elementary 
instruments of production. 

Though Marx himself seems not to have 
employed the term polytechnical educa- 
tion, it came to be regarded as representa- 
tive of his ideas and carried certain meanings 
and messages. As interpreted in early Soviet 
educational thought, the concept of poly- 
technical education served as a warning not 
to relapse into narrow vocationalism, as а 
road sign to the industrial-collective culture 
of the future, and as a humanist imperative 
to bring up the young as masters of both 
nature and the man-made environment. As 
an educational plan, the concept was less 
successful. Workable ways of relating the 
emergent industrial culture to programs, 
curricula, and methods remained to be dis 


remoteness of Marx's ideal would probably 
have deterred him from attempts to round 
out the latter's sketchy notions con 
struct а more instrumental theory, 
again the question before him was 
could be done," what initial steps, howeve 
modest, could be taken to томе the schools 
in the desired direction. He answered the 
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on-the-spot object lessons feasible; where 
such an opportunity existed, few enterprises 
were willing or sufficiently well managed to 
serve for demonstration purposes. Regular 
teachers who understood the relations of 
science to technology as Lenin wanted them 
taught were almost nonexistent, and the 
educational theorist able to project a coher- 
ent plan of a labor school in the context of 
industrial culture was a rare exception. !5 
Furthermore, consumer needs were still 
being provided for by handicrafts, notably in 
the villages, so that polytechnical education 
was likely to be misunderstood as a return to 
old-fashioned apprenticeship in trades and 
crafts. In many instances labor education 
was practiced in the form of pupils’ self-help 
and self-service, such as gathering firewood 
for their school, cleaning floors, repairing 
roofs and windows, and the like. 

It hardly required exceptional foresight 
to perceive that the universal man in overalls 
must long remain a distant goal. In The 
Infantile Disease of Left-Wing Communism 
(1920) Lenin warned that specialization of 
labor would continue. The training of many- 
sided men able to do everything was of 
course the ultimate aim of communism. But 
to try to realize it now was like attempting 
to teach higher mathematics to a four-year- 
old. Socialism could not be built with an 
imaginary man created by our own fancy; it 
had to be done with the deformed humanity 
about us. The more Lenin turned to educa- 
tion in the concrete, the less he dwelt on the 
ultimate aim and its humanistic justification. 
As his impatience with the slowness of eco- 
nomic progress grew, he urged the introduc- 
tion of specific educational measures to 
accelerate the pace. 

As early as 1918 he recommended the 
study of the Taylor system as a means of 
increasing productivity by teaching labor dis- 
cipline to the Russian worker. When O. A. 
Ermanskii published in 1922 a revised and 
enlarged work on the subject (The Scientific 
Organization of Labor and the Taylor Sys- 
tem), Lenin wanted it to be required reading 
in all vocational and general secondary 
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schools, provided the author would make it 
less verbose.” He was still more delighted 
by I. I. Stepanov’s book, The Electrification 
of the RSFSR, published the same year, to 
which he wrote the foreword. As is well 
known, Lenin had extravagant hopes for 
what electrification of the country would do 
for socialism. A course on the subject had 
already been decreed a required subject in all 
higher educational institutions of the 
RSFSR. Now, with a book available that 
combined technical merit with optimistic 
propaganda, the resolution could be put into 
effect, and Lenin himself wrote detailed 
instructions of how to proceed." Stepa- 
nov's text would be used in all schools. It 
would also be distributed to elementary- 
School teachers and engineers who were to 
explain the electrification plan in informal 
Study circles, especially among peasant 
youth. Every power station would serve as a 
center for instructing and propagandizing 
the population. As a third illustration of 
Lenin's growing preoccupation with educa- 
tional crash programs, there is a letter to 
Lunacharskii urging the publication of text- 
books and propagandistic material on peat 
production. This, too, was to be made an 
obligatory subject in schools and higher 
educational institutions. !? 

None of these curricular innovations for 
achieving technical breakthroughs in the 
economy seems to have been carried out, 
and that was just as well. Precipitate changes 
of this kind would have further increased the 
instability of instructional programs, about 
which criticism later mounted until Stalin 
returned the schools to inflexible and uni- 
form curricula. Paradoxically, Lenin was 
both by temperament and for reasons of 
cultural policy a strong advocate of system- 
atic study. If in the examples cited above he 
appears to contradict himself, it is because 
he spoke not as an educator mindful of 
methodological and curricular problems but 
as a promoter of economic development. 

In extenuation it must be said that he 
received little help from the Commissariat of 
Education. Lunacharskii was a literary man 
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addicted to the theater and uninterested in 
technology. As an administrator he was a 
failure, and though he would spend half the 
night in brilliant talk or writing modernistic 
plays, he did not harness himself to any of 
the tasks Lenin considered most pressing, 
such as the liquidation of mass illiteracy or 
the drafting of instructional programs. 
Lenin’s reprimands and appeals, his recur- 
rent inquiries whether this or that particular 
request had been acted upon, went for the 
most part unheeded. M. N. Pokrovskii, the 
historian who was second in command, was 
more dependable and scientifically oriented. 
He was also better attuned to Lenin’s drive 
for attaining specific, concrete results. 
Among other things he promoted the rabfaki 
(workers’ faculties) to provide access for 
youth of proletarian origin to higher educa- 
tional institutions. He fought against reduc- 
ing Marxism in the schools to a catechism 
and insisted that "the true Marxist must 
above all be a good naturalist”?° and know 
the natural sciences and their history. Lenin 
appointed him head of the State Science 
Council (GUS) in 1919. When his Brief Out- 
line of Russian History appeared in 1920, 
Lenin warmly congratulated him but sug- 
gested a few improvements to make it more 
serviceable as a textbook. If only more 
Communists would follow Pokrovskii’s exam- 
ple and write useful textbooks, especially in 
the social and natural sciences, socialist cul- 
ture would measurably advance. 


2 


But what really was socialist culture? No 
writing of Lenin’s provides an inclusive 
answer. He did not have a unified concep- 
tion of it from which well-coordinated 
programs and directives could issue. But as 
he became involved in finding answers to 
specific questions, he could scarcely help 
deciding also matters of principle. Being a 
rationalist as well as a revolutionary, he did 
not look upon culture as spontaneous 
growth but as something to be organized. 
Given such a view, educational policies 
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necessarily became prime instruments for 
cultural construction. As we pursue Lenin’s 
work in this field, at least piecemeal answers 
to the problem of socialist culture emerge. 
This is most evident whenever he was faced 
with settling conflicting claims or, more 
truly speaking, of having to assert his own 
preferences against rival notions. What 
importance, for example, was to be assigned 
to political indoctrination as compared with 
the spread of scientific-technological infor- 
mation? Was socialist culture something 
original, as the proponents of Proletkul’t 
claimed, or must it ingest large parts of tradi- 
tional culture? And if there was to be a 
blend of continuity and innovation, how 
could this be achieved without loss to the 
revolutionary élan? These were obviously 
difficult questions, and Lenin’s answers were 
not always clear or uncontradictory. What 
he said, however, was more than improvisa- 
tion; it carried the imprint of his whole cast 
of mind. To examine the problem of 
socialist culture, we turn first to the matter 
of continuity and innovation. 

In Soviet texts and lectures on general 
pedagogy a prominent place has long been 
assigned to the speech Lenin delivered at the 
third Komsomol congress in October 1920. 
Between the 1930s and the 1950s it was 
practically regarded as his educational testa- 
ment and construed to lend authority to 
Stalin’s notion of the school as a learning 
institution of bookish character, from which 
the activity programs and project methods 
of the earlier experimental phase were ex- 
cluded. Though this was a distortion, Lenin’s 
speech did reject the indiscriminate con- 
demnation of the “old school” in fashion at 
the time. He offered a qualified defense of 
traditional learning and had the courage to 
address it to an audience of politically 
excited young adults eager to perpetuate the 
revolution, chiefly by exterminating what 
they deemed bourgeois. It required consider- 
able persuasion on his part to convince them 
that young Communists must now assume 
the prosaic burden of serious, persistent 
study. The backing and filling of his rheto- 
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tic, now making concessions to their preju- 
dices, now assaulting them, shows that he 
knew what he was up against. The following 
passage illustrates his mode of argument. 


It is said that the old school was a learning 
school, a school of drilling and cramming. 
That is true, but we must know how to 
distinguish what was bad in the old school 
from what is useful to us, and we must be 
able to select from it what is necessary for 
communism. The old school was a learning 
school that forced people to master a great 
bulk of useless, superfluous dead knowledge 
which stuffed their heads and transformed 
the younger generation into conformist 
bureaucrats, But you would make a great 
mistake if you draw the conclusion that it is 
possible to become a Communist without 
mastering the store of human knowledge. It 
would be erroneous to think that it is suffi- 
cient to learn Communist slogans or the con- 
clusions of Communist science without 
mastering that sum of knowledge of which 
communism itself is the result, Marxism 
illustrates how communism emerged from 
the sum of human knowledge.?! 


The main purpose of the speech was to 
drive home the point that the task of de- 
Stroying the old order had been accom- 
plished but that the still more difficult task 
of building communism lay ahead. To pre- 
pare for it, youth had to become intellec- 
tuals of a kind. They must not treat Marxism 
as though it were an inert idea, "something 
you have learned by heart, but rather some- 
thing you have reasoned out for yourselves." 
Their model was to be Marx, who combined 
Scholarship with criticism and innovative 
thought. For a moment Lenin appeared to 
be affirming the values of independent 
thought. But in fact any tampering with the 
dw mas of dialectical materialism made him 
angry"? What he meant was not freedom 
from, but freedom within, the system: 
young people should learn to apply the 
truths of Marx with some imagination to 
practical problems. 

The overriding consideration in this 
defense of intellectual discipline and con- 
tinuity was certainly pragmatic. What was 
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needed was know-how, and this could only 
be learned from the bourgeois specialists. 
They would, of course, not be on top, only 
on tap. Whether they served in the army or 
in industrial management, in universities or 
in schools, the party would control them. 
But in every sphere they were indispensable 
as teachers. They would transmit and diffuse 
what had been the possession of a privileged 
class and so become the agency of turning 
the former minority culture into a mass cul- 
ture. You confront the tasks, Lenin told the 
Komsomol, of reorganizing agriculture and 
industry on a modern technical and scien- 
tific basis. When you have mastered the 
required knowledge, Russia will emerge from 
want and poverty to become “а country of 
wealth.” 

What Lenin did not explain was how 
knowledge plus organization plus wealth 
would add up to a socialist culture differing 
in quality from preceding cultures. Perhaps 
he believed that at some point increase in 
quantity would, by the law of dialectics, 
become change of quality. Perhaps the pre- 
viously untapped energies and talents of the 
people would be developed in such range 
and force as somehow to surpass anything 
ever witnessed in the history of civilization. 
But he was inarticulate on this question and 
far too preoccupied with present problems 
to scan the distant horizon. He was certain 
only that those who took a different view of 
socialism and how to achieve it were talking 
“utter nonsense," „.. 

-..In Lenin’s case the emphasis was all 
on acquiring and spreading an existing cul- 
ture, not on creating a new one. He took an 
essentially traditional position, blurred 
though it occasionally was by a certain 
ambivalence toward the past and to bour- 
geois culture in particular. On the whole, his 
view that education consisted in the trans- 
mission of culture strikes one as old- 
fashioned, belonging more to the nineteenth 
than to the twentieth century. One is re- 
minded, for example, of Matthew Arnold, 
though Lenin would probably have resented 
the comparison. But “the best that has been 
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said and thought in the past” is not so very 
different from "that store of human knowl- 
edge" that Lenin commended to the atten- 
tion of young and not so young Commu- 
nists. 

Of course Lenin did not esteem equally 
all parts of that heritage: rational knowledge 
and useful skills clearly ranked above 
aesthetic and literary values. His use of tradi- 
tion, moreover, was highly selective, and his 
approach to history entirely pragmatic. 
Antiquarianism, to speak in the terms 
Nietzsche employed in his essay on The Use 
and Abuse of History, that is, the pious 
regard for the roots of our being, was hardly 
a part of Lenin's nature. Monumental his- 
tory, however, from which one could draw 
strength and derive models of greatness, 
appealed to him, and in fact he needed it. 
Marx for him was monumental, and so, in 
another sense, were Pushkin and other 
Russian classics of the nineteenth century. 
Generally speaking, philosophy, literature, 
and art fell into this second category. Lenin 
had none of Nietzsche's misgivings that the 
monumental use of history might have a 
sterilizing effect upon the present and end in 
the dead burying the living. For the third, 
the critical or surgical, approach to history, 
Lenin's own politics provided the most illus- 
trious example of the century. The knife of 
the revolution cut out what was deemed 
malignant—dynasty, empire, state religion, 
social classification, and private property. In 
these respects the break with tradition was 
of such magnitude that it carried the threat 
of profound individual insecurity and social 
dissolution. Lenin seems to have known this 
intuitively: if unchecked and unlimited, the 
revolution would end in destroying itself. 
For this reason, and not merely because of 
his conventional tastes and upbringing, he 
was a cultural conservative and disciplinarian 
whose command, “Learn, learn, learn!" is 
Still prominently displayed in every Soviet 
school.?? 

Lenin's cultural conservatism had still 
another side: it was nationalist. Why it took 
on this hue is explained partly by the con- 


567 


stellation of international powers after the 
First World War. The peace of Brest-Litovsk 
in 1918, costly though it was, had the merit 
of preserving the Russian state. As it had 
become still more obvious by 1921 that 
hope for revolution in Germany had to be 
abandoned, socialism had to survive and suc- 
ceed in one country. Despite the early pro- 
fessions of internationalism by the Bolshe- 
viks, an opposite trend had already been set 
in motion. 

With respect to cultural affairs, Lenin had 
taken a nationalist position even earlier. In 
1914 the question of cultural autonomy for 
national minorities within the empire was 
discussed in the Russian press. The liberal 
position was that minorities should have the 
right to conduct elementary schools in their 
own language but that, in the interest of a 
common national culture, Russian should 
continue to be taught and recognized as the 
official language. Lenin differed from this 
policy in just one respect: Russian must not 
be made obligatory-"We do not want to 
drive people into paradise with a club." Nor 
was it necessary. The growth of capitalism in 
Russia, as well as the whole trend of social 
life, would bring different nationalities into 
closer contact with each other. Hundreds of 
thousands of people, he predicted, would 
move about from one end of the country to 
the other, and this would create a natural 
need for learning Russian. As for the cultural 
riches to which language was the key, he 
needed no reminder from the liberals. “We 
know better than you,” he remarked, “that 
the language of Turgenev, Tolstoi, Dobro- 
liubov, and Chernyshevskii is a great and 
mighty language . . . And of course we are in 
favor of every inhabitant of Russia having 
the opportunity to learn the great Russian 
language." ?^ 

It is curious to observe how the principal 
differences between Lenin and Bogdanov 
extended right down to the question of 
language. Whereas Lenin found good rea- 
sons for strengthening traditional and 
Great-Russian cultural elements, Bogdanov 
staunchly remained a radical internationalist. 
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Socialism could only succeed by simulta- 
neous development in many countries, and 
this would require a suitable means of inter- 
national communication. Bogdanov dis- 
missed synthetic products like Esperanto 
and suggested English: it was used in many 
parts of the world and was the language of 
the majority of the industrial proletariats; it 
was concise, simple, and rich in cognate 
words. Since nationalist feelings were deeply 
entrenched, he had no illusions that English 
could soon become the workers interna- 
tional language. But he advocated that the 
proletarian-culture movement, which inci- 
dentaly found fleeting expression also in 
Germany and Belgium, should take the long 
view in planning for the future.?5 

At about the time Bogdanov promoted 
the teaching of English to Russian workers, 
Lenin wrote repeatedly to Lunacharskii, 
Pokrovskii, and Litkens in the Commissariat 
of Education urging them to assemble a 
group of scholars to compile a new Russian 
dictionary. He was upset by the corruption 
of the Russian language through needless, 
imprecise use of foreign words, especially in 
the newspapers. Why say "defects," for 
example, when there were three good 
Russian words to choose from? Dal’s great 
four-volume dictionary was obsolete and 
should be replaced by a shorter one for 
general use and for teaching purposes. This 
should be a dictionary of classical, “true” 
(nastoiashchii) Russian, containing both 
present usage and the literary language used 
from Pushkin to Согкі,26 

In Bogdanov’s ideas and proposals the 
utopian element stands out clearly enough. 
He idealized the workingman and exag- 
gerated the people’s capacity for sustaining 
the revolutionary ethos for any length of 
time. He underrated the power of tradition 
and neglected the role of force in history. 
Little of what civilizations achieve and of 
what holds societies together is, in fact, due 
to brotherly love and human fellowship. 
Refusal to accept this judgment and to try 
instead to enlarge the power of ethics in 
social life is perhaps the chief characteristic 
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of the true socialist. To judge by a half- 
century of Soviet power, it makes him as 
admirable as it has rendered him ineffectual. 
History has cast Bogdanov aside," while 
Lenin led its victorious battalions. 

Many others through whom the socialist 
conscience found a voice suffered the same 
fate as Bogdanov. Krupskaia and Shul’gin, 
neither of them identified with his move- 
ment, are but two examples referred to here. 
In different ways they all raised the painful 
questions that any educator-moralist was 
bound to face. Was the success of establish- 
ing a new power state worth the cost if a 
new culture—call it participant democracy, 
fraternal solidarity, a higher quality of 
human experience, or a new man—did not 
emerge? Were these not the promises that 
had fired the revolution and given ideology 
its all-important meaning? Without at least 
some realization of those hopes, ideology 
was bound to become a shell. It could 
indeed be made a compulsory subject of 
instruction, administered by an educational 
bureaucracy, and later propped up by the 
cult of Lenin’s and Stalin’s personalities, But 
it could not act as leavening of the body 
politic as Bogdanov had conceived of ii. 
Instead of being an organic part of culture, 
ideology was assigned the role of controlling, 
manipulating, and censoring it. This posed 
the problem of indoctrination and propa- 
ganda, and we shall now inquire to what 
extent here, too, Lenin set the pattern for 
later developments, 
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In liberal societies the reputation of the 
teaching profession suffers when it is sus- 
pected of failing to distinguish between 
indoctrination and propaganda, on the one 
Side, and education, on the other. There is a 
general awareness of the danger to intellec- 
tual and political freedom when they are 
confused or, worse, purposely identified. We 
have come to regard the educational systems 
of totalitarian regimes as paradigms of such 
identification. When examined more closely, 
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however, propaganda and education are 
found to be anything but clear and distinct 
ideas. The difficulties political scientists have 
encountered in drawing a line between them 
cannot be discussed here. They have been 
apparent since the early writings of Harold 
Газзуџе 28. and have persisted to the present, 
with the consequence that the problem has 
today largely been abandoned by political 
scientists and sociologists. Jacques Ellul, 2° 
though still maintaining the rational, respon- 
sible person to be the ideal aim of education, 
asserts that what technological mass society 
really needs is opinionated, responsive 
citizens, and these both propaganda and 
education, now declassed as subpropaganda, 
produce in abundance. 

This pessimism was not shared by liberal 
American intellectuals who appraised Soviet 
education and society in the 1920s. Critical 
of laissez-faire economics and its moral con- 
comitants at home, they were predisposed to 
look for the constructive consequences of 
the revolution. Dewey, for example, sensed a 
“burning public faith” behind the Soviet 
collective enterprise. Though this faith might 
be inspired by propaganda that had its 
obnoxious aspects, the identification of edu- 
cation with propaganda in the Soviet case 
seemed to him basically justified. “The 
broad effort to employ the education of the 
young as a means of realizing certain social 
purposes,” he wrote, “cannot be dismissed 
as propaganda without relegating to that 
category all endeavor at deliberate social 
control."?? The lack of a clear definition of 
propaganda, combined with contrary judg- 
ments about its political uses, should at least 
caution us against dismissing Lenin’s views 
of the matter by simple references to totali- 
tarianism and the moral condemnation that 
implies. 

Lenin wished perhaps nothing more 
ardently than that the burning public faith 
Dewey described should be real, for it might 
help to solve some major problems. But the 
public statements of his last years show that 
he knew there was no such moving force. He 
was aware of the people’s apathy and dis- 
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tressed by the growth of a callous, incompe- 
tent bureaucracy. The system he had 
introduced was already becoming autono- 
mous. Efforts to control it failed, despite 
special commissions such as Rabkrin and the 
Central Control Commission, with their 
instructions to expose and correct abuses by 
party and state officials. With the people 
separated from a hierarchy of power, the 
prospect was hardly promising for official 
propaganda to be enthusiastically accepted 
as a gift of education. 

Lenin realized that the efficacy of propa- 
ganda as a means of social control was in 
jeopardy. Whether he would eventually have 
been driven, as was his successor, to depend 
more heavily on the cruder means of com- 
pulsion and terror is a question which his 
early death relieved him of having to answer. 
To leave aside such speculation, it must be 
stated in fairness to Lenin that he distin- 
guished between different uses of propa- 
ganda. That which was designed to mobilize 
youth and adults for important social and 
economic tasks he approved. The other, 
which amounted to thoughtless indoctrina- 
tion, he denounced. The first was difficult to 
implement because it required that party 
propagandists should understand the coun- 
try’s needs and sense the people’s mood. The 
second was easy and appealed to indolent, 
dogmatic minds, with which, by Lenin’s 
admission, the party was abundantly sup- 
plied. 

It cannot be said, however, that his own 
statements on the subject helped the mem- 
bership to keep the two clearly apart. His 
repeated insistence on the need to politicize 
the schools is apposite. His often quoted 
phrase that “the school apart from life, apart 
from politics, is a lie and hypocrisy”! pro- 
claimed a general principle but left its 
specific meaning undefined. It was a slogan 
of the early years, uttered in August 1918 
and again in January 1919, when the party, 
still smarting from the “sabotage” of the 
Russian teachers, suppressed the old Federa- 
tion of Teachers and replaced it with the 
Union of Internationalist Teachers. The pro- 
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fession was explicitly denied the luxury of 
ideological noncommitment. The party 
program adopted in March 1919 defined the 
School as an instrument of the class struggle. 
It was not only to teach the general prin- 
ciples of communism but “to transmit the 
spiritual, organizational, and educative influ- 
ence of the proletariat to the half- and 
nonproletarian strata of the working 
masses,"? 

Yet to Lenin this did not mean a simple 
program of political indoctrination. The 
zealots who drew this conclusion and 
“clumsily implanted politics in the minds of 
the younger generation" (neither Russian 
nor Soviet usage has a simple term for indoc- 
trination) were guilty of misinterpreting and 
distorting the principle of political educa- 
tion. It was an error, he added, which the 
party "would always have to fight." This 
seems to amount to an admission that the 
temptation of choosing the cruder, simpler 
ways of carrying out party doctrine was, so 
to say, built in. Moreover, the distinction 
between right principle and wrong applica- 
tion has since become a familiar device by 
which the party extricates itself from diffi- 
culties for which it declines to accept 
responsibility. 

Lenin did not explicitly state his reasons 
for disapproving of the political indoctrina- 
tion of schoolchildren, but it is fairly 
obvious that he thought the schools had 
more fundamental things to teach that could 
not be accomplished anywhere else. Nor can 
the difficulties of teaching Marxist ideology 
to minors have escaped him. He wrote no 
instructions for this subject as he did for the 
technical projects he was so eager to have 
inserted into the curriculum. The teaching of 
philosophy and the social sciences in univer- 
sities interested him more, and he wanted 
those subjects placed in the care of Commu- 
nists as soon as possible. Low-level indoc- 
trination, such as the memorization and 
reiteration of Marxist slogans and phrases he 
regarded as unintelligent and unproductive. 
Of course, political indoctrination need not 
result in stupefying conformity. At its best it 


LILGE 


may conceivably create the mental and 
emotional dispositions that make propa- 
ganda more effective. In Soviet usage these 
dispositions are described as soznatel’nost’ 
and ideinost’, terms denoting not critical 
judgment and discernment but disciplined 
acceptance and affirmation of what has been 
taught. Lenin did not elaborate upon these 
qualities, which were later counted among 
the ideal civic virtues that Soviet schools 
attempt to inculcate. 

His preference for propaganda over indoc- 
trination must finally be viewed in the light 
of Soviet history. The October Revolution 
was itself a denial of doctrinal orthodoxy. 
The adulteration of Marxism by Leninism 
had the consequence of laying ideology open 
to pragmatic interpretations, As the meaning 
of ideology was determined by the use to 
which the party chose to put it, in that 
measure political indoctrination was de- 
prived of a fixed and stable catechism. 
Propaganda was, by comparison, far more 
important. Lenin intended it to be a means 
of mobilizing people for action, and since 
the building of socialism was for him an 
immense practical task, the value of propa- 
ganda was obvious. 

His pragmatism was most bluntly and 
emphatically stated at the beginning of the 
New Economic Policy. He told a congress of 
party propagandists and political educators 
in October 1921 that “the results of political 
education can be measured only in terms of 
economic improvement."?? Не confessed 
that he did not like the term “political edu- 
cator,” and he was vexed by the creation of 
a special organization with the high-sounding 
name Central Committee for Political Educa- 
tion (Glavpolitprosvet). Why this mania for 
still more bureaucracy and pretentious 
labels? Officially, the organization was 
charged with coordinating all political educa- 
tion outside the schools. It controlled village 
reading huts and libraries, adult education 
centers (called Communist universities), and 
party schools. Its personnel consisted almost 
exclusively of party members who were to 
teach and propagandize the adult, especially 
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the peasant, population so as to bring it 
within the reach of politics. 

Lenin was dissatisfied with their work. 
Instead of going among the people as ordi- 
nary citizens and setting an example by per- 
sonal conduct, the political educators acted 
like officials, issuing a stream of directives 
without troubling to ascertain the local 
effectiveness of their work. If the good com- 
rades would stoop to help adults learn to 
read, they would be more useful. They 
might even put the Extraordinary Commis- 
sion for the Liquidation of Illiteracy out of 
business and thus render a double service by 
diminishing bureaucracy. Having done with 
illiteracy, the political educators might then 
devote themselves to stamping out the 
bribery of officials. As long as that existed, 
the political process as Lenin understood it 
could not even be initiated, and political 
education in the narrower sense of the word 
was futile. What he apparently meant was 
that bribe-taking reduced government to a 
system of favoritism and local boss rule. 

The obvious conclusion was that the most 
elementary conditions of a common culture 
had yet to be created before a political 
system that required the support of the 
masses could begin to function. Moreover, 
the establishment of a new political sys- 
tem would be an empty triumph unless it 
succeeded economically. Lunacharskii ex- 
pressed the same idea in more vivid language. 
Glavpolitprosvet was a department of his 
commissariat, but since the party retained a 
measure of direct control over it, differences 
arose as to which kind of education should 
receive priority. The party favored political 
education, whereas the commissariat, while 
not neglecting it, felt chiefly committed to 
general and technical education. To give 
people political education without the other, 
Lunacharskii said, would be like feeding 
them salt without bread.* 

The impression left by the sum of Lenin’s 
educational ideas and policies is one of 
ordinariness and hard common sense. The 
revolutionary who so profoundly changed 
the political history of the twentieth century 
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was never tempted to initiate a new epoch in 
the history of education. On the contrary, 
he used his power and authority to guard 
against adventures and high-minded schemes 
that aimed directly and impatiently at real- 
izing the humanist promise of Marxist social- 
ism. That a few such attempts were, in fact, 
undertaken is not surprising, for the ultimate 
justification of the revolutionary ideology 
was the realization of man’s humanity, and 
this inevitably imparted to education a new 
and exceptional significance. Some who 
took up this challenge thought it necessary 
to break entirely with the scholastic tradi- 
tion of learning, to dissolve the schools or 
replace them with models of communal life 
in which to fashion the new Soviet man. 
Although many others were less radical, they 
still agreed that socialist education should 
form the whole man and give particular 
attention to his emotional and social devel- 
opment, neglected by the old school. 

Lenin stood aloof even from this mod- 
erate and widely shared conception. With all 
the changes he recommended or approved, 
the new Soviet school remained for him a 
school: its chief responsibility was to teach a 
body of received knowledge and cognitive 
skills useful for the internal development of 
the country. Schools would thus remain 
instruments of statecraft, as education in 
general was an extension of politics. This 
view has been familiar since the early years 
of the nineteenth century when Napoleon, 
with his reform of the French educational 
system, provided the first modern example. 
Lenin restated it, but with a consistency and 
rigor that were appropriate to the single- 
party state and its anticipated development 
into a highly industrialized, competitive 
nation. 
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One educational leader at the Ministry of 
Education, Abel Prieto Morales, said that 
when he was in Italy, someone at an educa- 
tion conference asked him: “Is the school in 
Cuba an instrument of the State?" His 
answer was, “Yes, of course, just as it was 
before the triumph of the Revolution, and as 
it is in the present day in Italy." (Leiner, 
1973, p. 6) 


In Cuba the State ideology is anti- 
capitalist and anti-imperialist, and promotes 
collective action rather than individual initia- 
tive. This ideology as it is taught in the 
school is summarized in an official report by 
the Cuban government to the UNESCO Con- 
ference on Education and Economic and 
Social Development held in Santiago, Chile, 
in 1962. (For the entire document see Seers, 
1964, pp. 348-351.) 


The bourgeois ideology regarded education 
as a phenomenon isolated from its economic 
basis. In fact, however, education is an ideo- 
logical superstructure and is closely linked 
with the means of production—that is to say, 
with the productive forces and the relation- 
ships of production. 

Throughout the whole history of human 
society education has been a product of the 
social classes which dominated at each stage. 
The content and orientation of education 
are therefore determined by the social 
classes which are in power. 

In Cuba, those in power are the workers, the 
peasants, the progressive intellectuals and 
the middle strata of the population, who are 
building a democratic society in which group 
and class privilege are disappearing and in 
which private ownership of the basic means 


*The research reported here was carried out pur- 
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Reconstruction and Development. However, opin- 
ions expressed do not necessarily reflect the posi- 
tion or policy of the International Bank for Recon- 
Struction and Development, and no official en- 
dorsement by the International Bank should be 
inferred. 


of production is being eliminated. If anyone 
wishes to know the aims of our education, 
they should study the interests of the 
workers, peasants, intellectuals and the mid- 
dle strata of the population and they will 
find their answer. It is these which deter- 
mine the purpose, the objectives, the orien- 
tation, the content and the methods of edu- 
cation in our country. 


The document goes on to describe the 
development of education in Cuban society 
and the goals of education under the Revolu- 
tion. Some of the goals stated are the follow- 
ing: 


... Stress must also be laid on the impor- 
tance of education for socialism and on the 
value of science in economic social cultural 
development. 

... They (the pupils) must be brought to 
have a high sense of duty to work; that is to 
say, they must be taught to abandon the 
false notion of work as a punishment and 
they must be taught the necessity of work. 
... They must be taught the value of emula- 
tive work and the difference between capi- 
talism and socialism as being based on the 
difference between competition for private 
gain and emulation for the sake of increasing 
the output of the community. 

... At the same time, since another of the 
aims of education for socialism is that of 
providing the necessary technical and scien- 
tific training to produce workers who are 
capable of directing and increasing produc- 
tion, and since the means of production are 
in the hands of the State, it is logical that, 
for many different ideological, practical, and 
pedagogic reasons, education should be 
linked with productive labor. 

...Our plans and programmes aim at the 
elimination of verbalism and learning by rote 
and making education a living matter, in 
which theory is identified with practice and 
linked with social labor. 

...Here we see two basic aims of socialist 
education: the linking of education with 
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productive labor as a means of developing 
men in every aspect. Educating in productive 
labor, making the students familiar with the 
details of production through practical 
experience, enabling them to learn its laws 
and organization as processes; that is, edu- 
cating them in the very root of all cultural, 
technical and scientific progress, and giving 
them ideological and moral training leading 
to an all-around education. 


The relationship between the change in 
ideology between 1958 and 1961 and the 
content of school curriculum under the 
reform could not be more obvious. In prac- 
tice, the implementation of this new ideol- 
ogy in the schools is found in a more techni- 
cal and scientific orientation, a much closer 
connection between schooling and work, 
and a greater emphasis on collective work in 
the schools rather than оп individual 
achievement. 

Specifically, ideology is reflected in a 
number of places in the educational system: 

1) One of these is the relationship 
between schools and work. The first clear- 
cut effort to integrate school and work 
actually took place during the literacy cam- 
paign, when thousands of students went into 
the countryside to teach people how to read. 
But beginning in 1966, in part asa response 
to the shortage of agricultural labor, the first 
experiment took place: a large number of 
students from all over the country partici- 
pated in working on farms for thirty-five 
days in April and May in the province of 
Camaguey, located 600 kilometers east of 
Havana in an area of large fields dedicated to 
Sugar and livestock. The students were to 
carry out productive work while keeping up 
their studies at the same time. For this, the 
schools, professors, teachers, students, and 
employees, as well as all the necessary teach- 
ing equipment, were relocated in the 
countryside on various farms or recently 
constructed school installations. Students 
and teachers organized themselves in differ- 
ent productive units of the National Insti- 
tute for Agrarian Reform. We shall discuss 
these schools further below, showing that 


CARNOY AND WERTHEIN 


this particular form of education corre- 
sponds to important economic changes that 
took place in Cuba after 1964. However, the 
point to be made here is that the “school to 
the countryside" (escuela al campo) move- 
ment fit directly into the ideological context 
of the emphasis on work stated in the 1962 
document. 

A second manifestation of the work/ 
School integration in addition to the univer- 
sity’s becoming almost entirely oriented to 
technical subjects, was that university stu- 
dents after the Revolution could no longer 
Separate themselves from the day-to-day 
productive activities of the economy. 


The old idea of the classic university will 
disappear as a concept and as an institution 
that belongs to a superseded society. And so, 
production itself, the productive processes, 
will constitute the material base, the labora- 
tory, where in the future all workers will 
receive their higher education. (Fidel Castro 
March 13, 1969). 


The university reform of 1962 began to 
carry out this idea of work/study for univer- 
sity students. Students began to move out of 
the classroom: for example, medical stu- 
dents had to work in hospitals from the 
beginning of their third year of study; 
humanities students began to develop social 
work programs in agricultural development 
plans; civil engineering students went to the 
mountains and coordinated and combined 
their studies with agricultural production in 
the area. 

Beginning іп 1971—1972, it was decided 
that students must work twenty hours a 
week in direct production as part of their 
university studies. In their first two years in 
the university, students work in unskilled 
jobs. In their third year, they begin special- 
ized work, whenever possible in workplaces 
that are connected with the student’s 
Speciality. Large-scale programs were also 
started in the early seventies to bring 
workers into the university for technical 
training. 

2) In addition to the schools’ moving to 
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the workplace, Cuba’s production system 
has been integrated into the curriculum of 
the high schools. This integration was 
accomplished through the circulos de 
interés. An "interest circle" is a group of 
students led by a technical advisor who pro- 
grams specialized activities in order to 
promote interest in science and technology, 
especially in those branches that are most 
important to economic development in 
Cuba. These circles are analogous in many 
respects to extracurricular activities in U.S. 
high schools, but are organized exclusively 
around productive activities—animal science, 
soil chemistry, and oceanography are typical 
subjects for interest circles. The circles were 
started in 1963—64 and have been developed 
extensively as a program aimed at bringing 
together students of similar interests. They 
also seem to break away from the traditional 
scholastic system and to use the rich experi- 
ence of the community to benefit student 
learning. The number of these circles has 
grown every year since their inception: in 
1966, 9,000 circles were organized; in 1967, 
there were 17,000; and in 1973, there were 
20,000, with a total membership of 300,000 
students. An important aspect of the circles 
is the development of a close association 
between the activity of future scientists and 
technologists and the national organizations 
and institutions that provide resources for 
their work, Students studying science lack 
resources such as pure breeding stock, surgi- 
cal instruments, mobile weather stations, 
and land for agricultural experimentation, 
but through the sponsors they get to use 
these resources and have a chance to partici- 
pate in the production sector. 

Ideally, the interest circles are a bridge 
between the school curriculum and the stu- 
dent’s later life and productive activity. 

By tying the educational experience more 
closely to the economy the circulos de 
interés perform a very important function. A 
society which has foregone the use of wage 
incentives needs an alternative means of 
encouraging young people to enter occupa- 
tions in short supply. Thus, the circulos de 


interés provide a means of informing young 
people about the content of various occupa- 
tional pursuits, while at the same time stimu- 
lating student interest in careers likely to 
make a major contribution to national devel- 
opment. (Bowles, 1972, pp. 290-291.) 

3) After the Revolution, students were 
encouraged to study in groups rather than to 
study as individuals, As a reflection of the 
system of socialist emulation being practiced 
in the productive sector, the process of 
expanding knowledge and competence was 
seen as a group effort, and elements of com- 
petition in the classroom were greatly 
reduced. Although under the economic 
strategy of the late sixties and early seventies 
individual study has been reemphasized 
(Bowles, 1972, p. 291), the monitor pro- 
gram continues to emphasize the collective 
spirit in the classroom. In the program, 
which draws on a type of mastery learning 
concept, each school class selects a student 
or a group of students in each subject to 
help the rest of the class with their studies. 
The role of these monitors is primarily to 
lead group discussions among students and 
to help individual students who are having 
difficulty; they take charge of classes being 
taught by educational television and perform 
other similar duties. 

4) A crucial ingredient in utilizing the 
schools for propagating the new ideology 
was the development of a teacher corps with 
new values and skills. The elements of this 
development were the shift of teacher train- 
ing from an urban to a rural orientation and 
the inculcation of socialist values into these 
rural cadres. 

While dependent capitalist countries have 
great difficulties in convincing" teachers to 
go into rural areas and, indeed, have a “‘sur- 
plus” of teachers in urban areas (although 
their student/teacher ratios do not decline 
even in urban areas), socialist countries like 
Cuba count on non-market incentives to 
move teachers into rural schools. Teachers 
trained to work in rural areas are depicted 
by the government as an elite corps serving 
the Revolution. Teaching in a rural area is 
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not а second-class job (in which the teacher 
is penalized by having access neither to 
further education nor to promotion in the 
educational system); rather, teaching in a 
tural primary school is often required service 
in order to get promotion and access to 
university education.! 

The Revolutionary government moved to 
expand teacher training greatly for both 
primary and secondary schools, and reduced 
student/teacher ratios significantly in the 
decade after 1959, despite a very rapid in- 
crease in the number of students enrolled. 
Furthermore, the new system of teacher 
preparation (which in this particular form 
temained in effect until 1968-1969) took 
students who had completed the sixth grade 
and put them in a five-year course that 
included a first year in the mountain school 
of Minas de Frio and a final two years in a 
training school in Havana. 

This type of training program stresses two 
important features of the Cuban educational 
reform. The first is the special attention 
given to the particular problems and dis- 
couragements of teaching in rural areas. The 
second is the view of work and co-operation 
that we have discussed in the previous para- 
graphs. Teachers are trained to work along- 
side their pupils in the fields and to serve as 
examples of Revolutionary fervor. 

The importance of teacher training in a 
society in the process of ideological transfor- 
mation and simultaneously trying to increase 
the technical skills of its labor force is 
crucial to both these goals, and the Cuban 
leadership therefore put great emphasis on 
teacher training and teaching as a service to 
the Revolution. 

5) According to Leiner, 


Boarding schools are considered by educa- 
tional leaders to be a key to creating the new 
Cuban man. First, boarding school students 
live together and develop attitudes and 
values consistent with Cuban Revolutionary 
goals, Secondly, they provide a full curricu- 
lum which includes physical education as 
well as academic subjects, for the training of 
the whole body and mind. Thirdly, students 
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from rural isolated areas develop skills in 
arts, science, and technical areas in urban 
centres. Fourth, the new semi-internado 
(semi-boarding) schools become part of a 
central town development which consists of 
the school, a polyclinic, a social centre, and 
new housing for the campesinos (peasants). 
(Leiner, 1973, p. 6.) 


Both the boarding and semi-boarding 
schools offer free clothing and food to the 
students, thereby exerting much more direct 
control over their health than the day 
schools. In 1962 the fellowship plan in the 
boarding schools reached more than 50,000 
students in secondary education, and in 
1973 it recorded 458,000 students in all 
levels of schooling. 

Although the boarding school on a large 
scale is a relatively new development in 
Cuba, it has existed in some form since the 
early days of the Revolution. Boarding 
schools are probably much more effective in 
transforming the attitudes and values of 
young people than day schools, since a 
boarding school separates the student from 
his or her previous environment. There is 
also evidence, in Cuba and in at least two 
other countries, that boarding students per- 
form better on tests measuring cognitive 
achievement. In Cuba, students attending 
the schools in the countryside have promo- 
tion rates (based on exam scores) consider- 
ably higher than the national average 
(Раћтап, 1973, р. 121). Estimates for 
Kenya and Tunisia show similar effects of 
boarding on achievement. (See Thias and 
Carnoy, 1972, for Kenyan data; see Carnoy, 
Sack, and Thias, 1976, forthcoming, for 
Tunisian data.) 

6) Ideological socialization is also carried 
out in day care centers (see Table 1). Leiner 
Stresses the ideological importance of these 
programs both for young children and for 
adults. Apparently, the first priority in orga- 
nizing nurseries and kindergartens was and 
still is the liberation of Cuban women in 
order to enable them to participate in the 
labor force. Thus, the day care centers per- 
form an important economic function, in 
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releasing women to work in the labor-short 
economy. But at the same time, by allowing 
women to work outside the home, the cen- 
ters help reduce machismo (the Latin variety 
of male chauvinism), a specific aim of the 
Revolution since its initial period. 

Further, the nursery schools are not 
merely day care centers to serve mothers, 
they also provide a structure in which chil- 
dren are trained toward collective conscious- 
ness even as little babies: 


When a Cuban baby is placed in a playpen, 
he is put into no standard United States 
model with only room enough for himself— 
or at most two toddlers. The Cuban play- 
pen—or more appropriately, *corral"—per- 
mits at least six infants to play together in a 
space equal to the size of a small room 
...Far more rationally designed than 
the American playpen, it avoids the tedious 
efforts of adults in attendance to bend to 
floor level to assist children . . . Group play 
as distinct from individual activities takes 
precedence. . . . Encouraged to design activi- 
ties to stimulate group play, asistentes in the 
Circulos lead children into social and play 
patterns to help them develop collective atti- 
tudes. Asistentes are to make special efforts 
to see to it that all children participate in the 
program designed for the collective. (Leiner, 
1973, pp. 10-11)? 


EDUCATIONAL REFORM AND 
CHANGES IN CUBAN ECONOMIC 
STRATEGY 


Overall, there can be little doubt that it was 
the change from dependent capitalism to 
socialism that had the greatest impact on 
educational institutions in Cuba. But it is 
important not to lose sight of the fact that 
many Cuban educational reforms also took 
(and continue to take) place within the con- 
text of the Revolutionary ideology and 
overall development policy im response to 
changes in particular economic strategies. 
One of the most fascinating aspects of 
Cuban educational reforms is that a number 
of significant changes in the educational 
system took place after the initial and over- 


Table 1. Cuba: Day Care Centers 
(Circulos Infantiles) 1961—1970 


Year Centers 
1961 37 
1962 109 
1963 144 
1964 157 
1965 166 
1966 194 
1967 262 
1968 332 
1969 381 
1970? 430 


Note: “Through November 1970. 
Source: Marvin Leiner, 1974. 


whelming commitment of incorporating the 
masses into economic development through 
adult education and the enormous expansion 
of primary and secondary schooling. These 
later changes reflected the various attempts 
to solve the economic growth problem 
within the constraints of the egalitarian and 
mass mobilization goals set by the Revolu- 
tion. The Cuban government continuously 
adapted the educational system to fit their 
strategies for increasing output per capita 
and making the socialist economy viable. At 
the same time, the underlying earlier Revolu- 
tionary theme that education was a right to 
be available for everyone also continued as a 
foundation of educational policy. 


Technical Education: Perhaps the first 
major change to occur in the Cuban develop- 
ment plan was the de-emphasis in 1963— 
1964 of industrial development in favor of 
the expansion of the agricultural sector. By 
that time, there had been large-scale migra- 
tion to urban areas, and agricultural develop- 
ment had become hampered by a shortage of 
rural labor as well as by its low productivity. 

Education responded to this emphasis on 
agricultural development. After 1963 there 
was a rapid growth of middle-level technical 
education in agricultural schools with a 
temporary decline in industrial technical 
school enrollment. University enrollment in 
agricultural sciences also increased rapidly 
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after 1963. The emphasis on agricultural 
development thus had an important effect 
on the orientation of technical and scientific 
training. 

With its pressing need for rural labor and 
the emphasis on agricultural production, the 
Cuban economy turned, beginning in 1966, 
toward moral rather than material incen- 
tives, and to the development of the new 
socialist man. The concept of socialist 
emulation had been present in the ideologi- 
cal basis of the economic structure since the 
early years of the Revolution, and it was 
translated in the schools into a stress on 
collective work rather than individual 
achievement. With the advent of moral 
incentives, a greatly increased emphasis was 
placed on the relationship of schools to 
work and on teaching young people in 
schools to behave in a collective, unselfish, 
and altruistic manner. 


Schools to the Countryside: The educa- 
tional reform that reflected the need for 
agricultural labor and the development of 
the new socialist man was “schools to the 
countryside.” The first experiment of 
moving a school to the countryside took 
place in 1966. The objectives of these 
schools were defined around the social ideal 
of the formation of the “new socialist man,” 
and they were aimed at eliminating the dif- 
ferences between city and country, establish- 
ing close bonds between the school and daily 
life, and educating the new generation in and 
for work. Apparently, the project had posi- 
tive results in contributing to the growth 
of a real awareness among students of farm- 
ing and related industry. Furthermore, by 
living together for about seven weeks in the 
countryside, students were introduced to the 
mechanics of organization and self-gov- 
ernment based on group cooperation and 
work, thereby developing and understanding 
collective action. During the work/study 
period, both teachers and principals lived 
together with students in dormitories and 
worked with them in the fields. These activi- 
ties—students and teachers alike working 
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side-by-side with peasants—probably con- 
tributed greatly to the obliteration of class 
lines based on the manual versus non-manual 
work distinction. Furthermore, as Bowles 
points out, 


In the escuela al campo program, the leader- 
ship of the camp often goes to those who 
work well, not to the monitors or to others 
who excel at intellectual tasks, The occa- 
sional inversion of the hierarchy of the 
school’s social system itself teaches an addi- 
tional lesson for equality. (Bowles, 1972, p. 
296.) 


But the “schools to the countryside” 
movement also met at least part of the need 
for additional agricultural labor. In the 
1972-1973 school year almost 200,000 
students were still involved in part-year 
production through the program. Students 
did almost 20 million hours of farm work, 
representing about 3 million student-days. 
Working on 160,000 hectares of land, they 
harvested 2.5 million quintals of vegetables 
and small fruit and 800 million pounds of 
cane, and sowed 19,000 hectares of land. As 
Mesa-Lago has argued, even though the pro- 
ductivity of these students was much lower 
than the professional cane cutters’, their net 
contribution to output (after the costs of 
feeding and housing them) was probably 
positive. Thus, the “school to the country- 
side” program not only was consistent with 
the development of the “new socialist man” 
but corresponded to the need for volunteer 
tural labor in solving significant shortages of 
agricultural workers, 

Nevertheless, the slow growth of agricul- 
ture (in comparison with the continued 
growth of industry), and the dynamic role 
that agriculture had and has to play in 
Cuban development, brought out one of the 
fundamental economic difficulties faced by 
Cuban leadership: the overall achievement of 
equalization of incomes and the almost com- 
plete elimination of open unemployment 
seemed to have reduced productivity in rural 
areas. Even before the difficulties of the 
1970 sugar harvest, Cuban leaders were 
beginning to reject the concept of moral 
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incentives as a way out of the productivity 
dilemma and beginning to look for other 
solutions. 

In its effort to increase economic growth 
the government was also faced with the 
diversion of large amounts of public funds 
into schooling. The percentage of investment 
going to schooling, health, and other social 
services declined over the decade; neverthe- 
less, the necessary further expansion of the 
industrial and agricultural sectors needed not 
only skilled labor, but also enormous invest- 
ment in machines. A way had to be found 
that would reduce the cost of schooling to 
the economy at the same time that it 
lowered dropout and repetition rates in 
school. 

With the attempt to solve these diffi- 
culties, "schools to the countryside" began 
to be de-emphasized after 1970 for three 
reasons: first, it became clear that the volun- 
tary labor system in rural areas would not 
solve production problems; second, students 
were losing an average of about forty-five 
days a year working in the countryside, and, 
although they were supposed to be studying 
at the same time they were working, “by 
nearly everyone’s admission, not much 
serious study goes on in the work camps or 
other non-classroom activities” (Bowles, 
1972, p. 302)? and third, during the rest of 
the year, the schools were largely traditional 
in their mode of operation and their cost. 


Schools in the Countryside: To solve all 
these difficulties, the school fo the country- 
side was replaced by the school in the 
countryside; the schools in the countryside 
are junior high schools (seventh, eighth, 
ninth, and tenth grades) catering primarily 
to urban students and combining work and 
study in the countryside on a year-round 
basis. 


There will no longer be the school to the 
countryside: there is now the school in the 
countryside. No longer will there be five 
weeks, six weeks, 40 days, 50 days, in which 
students leave studies and do work in the 
countryside. No. We will combine systemati- 


cally study and productive work daily, What 
does this permit us? It permits us to create 
an economic base from this educational 
plan, Because we understand that the pro- 
duction of these schools will cover the 
schools’ investment costs and expenditures. 
If this is so, then we will be able to construct 
schools of this type without limit, If this is 
so, we will be able to continue expanding 
and developing these plans, This type of 
school combines two factors: First, an ideal 
educational type of a socialist education, a 
Communist education with the necessities of 
our own economic development. At the 
same time, this kind of school is not a drain 
on the economy but contributes to the econ- 
omy and to the development of the country. 
Thus, we can continue to construct this type 
of school until we have all our students in 
secondary schools of this type. Because of 
this we consider that for the conditions of 
our country this is the ideal type of school. 
(Fidel Castro, April 25, 1971; emphasis 
added.) 

In the 1972-1973 school year, the junior 
high schools in the countryside were 
attended by about 11 percent of the stu- 
dents enrolled in the first cycle of the sec- 
ondary educational system. The schools have 
their own distinct organizational charac- 
teristics. The students, most of whom come 
from urban areas and board at the school, 
maintain contact with their families by 
normally spending weekends at home. More- 
over, the school systematically combines 
study and work during the entire school 
year, producing goods that are part of the 
economic develpment plan. 

The new program tries to raise collective 
consciousness in students through the огра- 
nization of study and work; in this way, the 
school is similar to its predecessors. But, 
unlike other schooling concepts, this type of 
educational institution is built around plans 
for agricultural production (citrus, coffee, 
and vegetable): the group responsible in each 
school for productive activity is involved in 
the administrative council of the agricultural 
plan. Also, this new school is different in 
that it tries directly to relocate future 
workers from the city to rural areas, pre- 
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paring urban young people to be skilled 
agricultural workers. Finally, the idea that 
schools should actually finance themselves 
by producing goods worth as much as the 
schools cost to operate is a total departure 
from standard educational practice and new 
even to Cuba. 

The schools in the countryside, like 
secondary schools in the previous organiza- 
tion of education, use student monitors and 
have science and technology circles to pro- 
mote student interest and to offer the stu- 
dents the opportunity to broaden their 
theoretical and practical studies in specified 
fields. Furthermore, although moral incen- 
tives have been de-emphasized in produc- 
tion, the schools in the countryside through 
the work process and heavy emphasis on 
Revolutionary ideology are attempting to 
build a level of consciousness that will make 
moral incentives in production more possible 
in the future. Despite the increased use of 
material incentives in factories, the schools 
are completely organized around socialist 
emulation, mass participation, and moral 
incentives. The schools represent a profound 
reform in the Cuban educational system, a 
reform that is a response to low productivity 
in the countryside in the 1960s, to the short- 
age of rural labor, and to the commitment of 
Cuban leadership to agricultural develop- 
ment as the lead sector in economic growth. 

At the same time that the high school 
system is being developed along the lines of 
the schools in the countryside, the primary 
school and the university are also being 
transformed under this same concept. The 
primary school work model is based on an 
experiment of school gardens in Las Villas 
Province, where primary students began cul- 
tivating vegetables in 1971-1972. This 
experiment was so successful that school 
gardens were extended to Havana in 1972- 
1973, and to all of Cuba beginning in 1973— 
1974. 


University Education: As far as the 
university is concerned, the new deper- 
sonalization of planning and the move to 
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decentralize somewhat the management of 
production have contributed to a rapid 
increase in the growth of the university 
system. Furthermore, there has apparently 
been much greater commitment to a univer- 
sity enrollment increase now that the period 
of using educational expansion primarily as a 
means of achieving social and economic 
egalitarianism is over. The new emphasis on 
economic growth and the development of 
higher-level management and technical 
capability as a primary concern (it was 
always an important goal of the Revolu- 
tionary leadership) has been a major factor 
in the allocation of more resources to the 
university, particularly in higher technical 
skills, 


While the overall emphasis in educational 
resource allocation bespeaks a strong com- 
mitment to equality, and perhaps even a 
desire to thwart the development of a tech- 
nocratic elite, other policies seem to run 
against the commitment. In a society com- 
mitted to rapid scientific and technological 
advance from a position of educational back- 
wardness, the need to fill high level scientific 
positions has posed a temptation to give 
special educational opportunities to espe- 
cially talented students. A secondary school 
for an intellectual elite has been established 
in Havana, and as of 1969, plans were under 
way to establish others in the remaining 
provinces, Students at this school are chosen 
primarily on the basis of their scholastic 
performance, (Bowles, p. 301.)* 


Despite this tendency toward elitism 
through selection based оп scholastic 
achievement for special secondary schools 
which then lead to university, it should be 
re-emphasized that students in these elite 
secondary schools must engage in productive 
work while studying and that the university 
student must also work concurrently with 
his or her studies and must be in a producing 
situation throughout the university stay. 
Furthermore, there is now increased control 
of the Kinds of studies that can be under- 
taken at the university level, control directly 
related to professional manpower needs 
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according to the development plan. Until 
1969-1970, the choice of university career 
was up to the individual student, which pro- 
duced rapid increases in prestigious occupa- 
tions like medicine, but not rapid enough 
growth in other disciplines like the agricul- 
tural sciences. In 1970, the university began 
to coordinate admissions into programs with 
the manpower plan, limiting access to pro- 
grams that historically had relatively high 
numbers of graduates, and attempting to 
expand others viewed as crucial for future 
economic development.* 

Thus, while the investment patterns and 
selection system in Cuban education seem to 
reflect an increased elitism intended for in- 
creased economic growth, the curriculum at 
all levels, also designed to integrate schools 
and students into the production system, is 
oriented toward moral incentives, the new 
socialist man, and the attempt to revitalize 
Revolutionary ideology of love of work and 
the integration of manual labor and intellec- 
tual activity. 


THE CONSEQUENCES AND PROBLEMS 
OF CUBAN EDUCATIONAL REFORMS 


What have all these reforms achieved? We 
know that the changes in education did nof 
produce more equal income distribution or 
lower levels of unemployment. Those eco- 
nomic reforms resulted from direct interven- 
tion in the economic system; indeed, the 
nature of educational expansion in Cuba 
reflected the same ideology that produced 
economic intervention for greater income 


equality and full employment. As far as 
growth of output is concerned, in the short 
run it probably suffered from the heavy 
investment in education and literacy during 
the early sixties; non-productive investment 
in 1961 was almost one-half of total invest- 
ment (not including earnings foregone), and 
though a substantial portion of this was in 
adult education most adult training in that 
period was for literacy and basic cognitive 
skills. In the longer run, the concentration 
on education probably did contribute to 
economic growth, particularly in the indus- 
trial sector and in those parts of the agricul- 
tural sector, like citrus growing, where other 
constraints did not impede increased produc- 
tion (sugar, for example)$ Educational 
investment contributed to mass mobiliza- 
tion, a key element in the Cuban socialist 
development model. 

While we can say little about the growth 
contribution of educational investment, we 
can be much more concrete about the 
delivery of social services: Cuba was able to 
replace, in a relatively short period of time, 
the doctors, teachers, and engineers who left 
after the Revolution. Education and health 
tare are supplied in much greater quantity 
and in much higher quality in the 1970s for 
the mass of population than they were in the 
1950s (see Table 2). Furthermore, almost no 
one is illiterate in Cuba, and reading material 
is available in much greater quantities now 
than it was before the Revolution. In part, it 
is through mass education that people in 
rural areas have been brought into the main- 
stream of Cuban development. 


Table 2. Cuba: Estimated Educational Pyramid 20-29 Year Old Group 1953 and 


1973 (Percent) 


1953 1973 
Level of schooling Educated in 1930s and 1940s Educated in 1960s 
No Schooling 20 0 
Primary 72 70 
Secondary (Academic and Vocational) 6 20 
University 2 10 


Source: 1953—Jolly, in Seers, 1962, рр. 166—167. 


1973 Estimated from figures in text on dropout rates for 1965—1966 cohort. 
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We would expect that an expansion of 
this magnitude would result in a decline in 
the “quality” of the education provided. We 
have no data on whether there has been a 
decline in the performance of students at 
any time during the expansion. On the one 
hand, however, we do know that teacher/ 
student ratios rose significantly after 1958 at 
the primary and secondary levels, decreased 
and then rose in the technical and profes- 
sional schools, and decreased only in the 
teacher training colleges between 1958 and 
1970 (Dahlman, 1973). Furthermore, cur- 
riculum reforms, the widespread use of new 
textbooks, and the introduction of new 
methods such as educational television and 
teacher training methods, particularly for 
rural school teachers, have probably had 
positive effects on student performance." 
On the other hand, the introduction in the 
second half of the decade of the "school to 
the countryside" (discussed above), involv- 
ing work in the rural areas for about forty- 
five days per year for primary and secondary 
School students, although completely consis- 
tent with the social goals of the Revolution, 
probably had a negative effect on student 
performance on achievement tests. 

There was, and perhaps still is, a serious 
dropout problem in schools. Taking first- 
grade enrollment cohorts for 1958-1959 to 
1965-1966, Dahlman (see Dahlman, 1973, 
pp. 116-121) reports (based on data provided 
by Nelson, 1971) that the first post- 
Revolutionary cohort (1958-1959) had 38.1 
percent reaching the sixth grade, but there- 
after the percentage fell to about 20 percent, 
rising with the last cohort to 32 percent. 
Among those who reached the sixth grade, 
only about 70 percent managed to graduate. 
Furthermore, although nationally 21.2 per- 
cent of the 1965—1966 cohort graduated in 
1971, the rate for urban elementary schools 
was 34.2 percent while that for rural schools 
was just 11.7 percent. At the junior high 
level, of the 59,000 students who entered 
the seventh grade in 1966-1967, only 29 
percent (or 17,000) reached the tenth grade 
and only 47 percent of those (or 8,000) 
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passed that grade. This low success rate helps 
explain the small enrollment in senior high 
schools and technological institutions. Ap- 
parently there is a serious repeater prob- 
lem in Cuba, which in turn is linked to the 
problem of those teenagers who, because of 
high dropout rates, are neither in school nor 
working. 

Castro analyzed these problems of the 
educational system in a speech at the Second 
Congress of the Young Communist League 
on April 4, 1972. 


What factors cause these difficulties? There 
are quite a few. For example, the material 
resources: school installations, the materials 
available for study, the difficulties involved 
in going to school in the mountains, the 
distance, the isolated school, the poor 
School, the school in a hut or the school 
with a roof of thatched palm. There are 
other problems: the environment, the cul- 
tural level of the population, a persisting 
lack of awareness about the importance of 
Schooling and education, of the need for 
discipline, regular attendance in school and 
parental cooperation with the school. 
Another important aspect is the quality and 
efficiency of educational personnel in the 
Schools. Out of 79,968 teachers, only 
24,265 have graduated from teacher train- 
ing; in other words, 30.4% of the teachers 
have graduated. In the elementary schools, 
61.375 of teachers are non-graduates and in 
the junior high schools, 73.7% are non- 
graduates, 


The shortage of qualified personnel is 
greater at the junior high level because of the 
bulge of elementary school graduates enter- 
ing junior high in the late 1960s and early 
1970s. It has been estimated that between 
1972 and 1976, 22,427 junior high school 
teachers would be needed, but in this period 
only 1,990 new teachers will graduate. 
Although 2,000 more will be available from 
those working as practice teachers, this will 
still leave a deficit of more than 18,000 
qualified teachers. 

Castro also pointed out that the high 
dropout rate in the lower levels of schooling 
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led to low levels of enrollment in technical 
and professional education: in 1972, only 
24,000 students were enrolled in industrial 
and agricultural schools, 


If we consider the fact that this country 
must live off industry and agriculture and 
that every improvement in our standard of 
living and in our economy depends on indus- 
try and agriculture and their development, 
23,960 seems like a figure for Luxembourg 
or Monte Carlo, but not this country. This 
doesn’t seem to be a Cuban figure. (Castro, 
April 4, 1972.) 


In order to solve these problems, several 
measures have been taken and others are in 
the process of implementation. One such 
measure, which depends on the development 
of new schools, is the establishment of 
special schools in the countryside for 13- to 
15-year-old students at the elementary level. 
These schools are similar to the junior high 
schools in the countryside that we have de- 
scribed. The students will proceed with their 
elementary training, separate from the 6- to 
10-year-olds. Average junior high students 
are sent to the polytechnical schools. The 
solution thus assigns students to schools 
according to education and age level. 

The quality of teaching is to be raised 
through the “guerrillas of education” move- 
ment, which will try to get more young 
people to enroll in teacher training schools, 
and through refresher courses for non- 
graduate teachers. The number of teachers is 
low, especially in the junior high schools in 
the countryside. A movement among junior 
high school graduates to enroll in teacher 
training has been started. In 1972, 20,000 
students were in the tenth grade; some of 
these students will be teaching under the 
supervision of more experienced teachers 
and will be enrolled in the Pedagogical Insti- 
tutes, Thus they will be able to go to the 
junior high schools in the countryside, work 
with experienced teachers, and get their 
pedagogical training right there in the 
school. “At present there simply isn’t any 
other formula except to go to our tenth- 


graders and recruit at least 2,000 of them 
this year, at least 5,000 next year, and so 
on” (Castro, ibid.). 

These problems indicate that while the 
achievements of the Cuban educational 
efforts have been remarkable, particularly in 
adult education and in the rapid expansion 
of primary and secondary school and the 
extension of schooling into rural areas, such 
educational expansion even in a society as 
committed to education as Cuba is fraught 
with difficulty in a country where the avail- 
ability of highly-trained teaching personnel 
is limited (for example, by the conditions of 
underdevelopment that preceded the Revo- 
lution). The shortage of educational per- 
sonnel also reflects the overall shortage of 
skilled labor in the economy, and the short- 
age of adequate facilities in the schools 
reflects the overall shortages of material 
goods. Furthermore, as the figures indicate, 
one of the principal reasons that there are 
great difficulties in providing schooling in 
Cuba is the Revolution’s commitment to 
rural areas, areas where the population is 
thinly spread and transportation not particu- 
larly well-developed, and where a culture of 
traditional values inherited from the pre- 
Revolutionary social and economic structure 
is still deeply ingrained. 

Castro summarized the situation in the 
following way: 


We face a really special situation in the 
coming years. Why? Because we are living 
through a transitional situation. We still 
don't have the new man and we no longer 
have the old one. The new man doesn't exist 
yet. (Castro, ibid.) 


SPECULATIONS ON THE 
CONTRADICTIONS FOR CUBAN 
DEVELOPMENT CREATED BY THE 
EDUCATIONAL REFORMS 


One of the principal political issues in post- 
Revolutionary Cuba, as we have described it, 
is whether the development of socialist con- 
sciousness can precede a high level of mate- 
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rial production and consumption or must 
follow it. Cuban theoreticians have opted for 
socialist consciousness as part and parcel of 
the economic growth-process, both to create 
a new political culture and to increase the 
possibilities for material growth through 
mass mobilization (Fagen, 1969). 

Indeed, the Cuban strategy attempts to 
mitigate one of the primary contradictions 
in socialist development: in the drive for 
increased production under socialism, in- 
creased consumption wants are also created 
among socialist workers and socialist bureau- 
crats. New status structures develop, particu- 
larly through the kinds of goods consumed 
by different parts of the socialist hierarchy. 
Just as schools act to reduce the contradic- 
tions in capitalist production through their 
socialized function (Carter, 1975), the 
educational system in Cuba in trying to 
create the New Man attempts to alter the 
kinds of goods and services desired by 
Cubans during the drive to increase produc- 
tion. Thus, the schools focus on teaching 
skills that will promote growth while at the 
same time putting heavy emphasis on service 
to others as an individual goal in place of 
increasing individual material consumption. 

Despite this, the need for highly skilled, 
qualified professional-level labor has appar- 
ently led to increased selectivity for more 
desired, higher status work, and to the possi- 
bility of creating an elite technocratic group 
that might perpetuate itself from generation 
to generation through the educational 
system. Again, the possibility of contradic- 
tion arises from the goal of increased 
growth. 

The expansion of schooling may accen- 
tuate this contradiction: with higher levels 
of schooling, Cuban youth may aspire to 
greater material welfare; at the same time, 
the ideals of the Revolution may begin to 
wane despite the socialization in the schools 
as the experience of the Revolution itself 
fades into the past. This would force the 
leadership to move further and further 
towards a technocratic State concentrating 
on economic growth. 
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On the other hand, the schools may 
produce a high level of socialist conscious- 
ness, creating demands for more social ideal- 
ism than the economic and social structure is 
able to deliver. Increased levels of schooling 
in the population may thus lead more 
Cubans to demand a society beyond the 
centralized-planning, State-run economy. 
These demands might be reflected in pres- 
sure for more control over work (increased 
quality of working life) and more responsi- 
bility for determining how and what 
products are to be produced, as well as more 
influence in political decision. Increased 
education may help to dismantle the very 
State apparatus that developed the educa- 
tional system itself. 

These are speculations, but there are 
indications that there is increased pressure 
for decentralization of Cuban economic and 
political structures, along with undiminished 
idealism. We have indicated some of the 
changes taking place in Cuban society after 
1970. First of all, there is some evidence 
that the schools are helping to produce a 
high level of socialist consciousness, Zim- 
balist, in a recent paper, reports that, in the 
case of two secondary schools he visited in 
1974, when the school administration 
attempted to introduce prizes for the best 
work teams, the students objected. 


These students, who were not reared and 
socialized in a capitalist society, see their 
work as promoting social welfare and not 
individual or group advancement. The prizes 
are not being used. (Zimbalist, 1975, p. 19.) 


Second, Zimbalist reports that worker 
production assemblies are now generally 
meeting monthly or bi-monthly at the enter- 
prise level to discuss production and work 
organization, and that there is some move- 
ment toward increased work participation. 


The foregoing participation scheme is young 
and is still largely confined to the enterprise 
level. Thus, worker involvement in the 
setting of national priorities, investment, and 
foreign trade policy is as yet highly inade- 
quate. However, a central point is that the 
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Party Leadership is openly calling for partici- 
pation at higher levels, thereby fanning the 
desires and expectations for such participa- 
tion. (Zimbalist, 1975, p. 20; emphasis 
added.) 


Third, democratization is also taking place in 
local and provincial government and within 
the Party. “In the words of Raul Castro, the 
effort is to find ‘the best possible combina- 
tion of centralization which is indispensable 
for the guarantee of what is desirable for the 
general social interest of the country, and, at 
the same time, the decentralization which 
guarantees the particular interest of the 
localities and the mass of people which 
cannot be adequately handled from the 
center’ " (Zimbalist, 1975, p. 23). 

While this democratization at the eco- 
nomic and political level is still very uneven 
and in its infancy, and even though the cen- 
tral Party apparatus still sets the priorities of 
the plan, the movement now is in the direc- 
tion of more participation. Increased school- 
ing in the labor force and in the population 
should accelerate this movement and should 
contribute to dismantling the paternalistic 
State apparatus that has existed since the 
Revolution. However, we should also con- 
sider that external factors may increase 
demands for more material welfare, and the 
two goals may not be consistent with each 
other. Given Cuba's geo-political situation 
and the physical threat posed by the United 
States, the pressure for a strong central 
State, its military apparatus, and its ability 
to increase economic growth may put con- 
straints on the move toward decentralized 
Communism. Schooling may therefore pro- 
duce increasing demands on the central State 
to decentralize decision making under condi- 
tions where the state does not want to do so. 


ON THE APPLICATION OF CUBAN 
EDUCATIONAL REFORMS TO 
DEPENDENT CAPITALIST ECONOMIES. 


Many of the educational problems faced by 
developing countries have been dealt with 
directly by Cuban educational reforms, par- 


ticularly the extension of primary and 
secondary schooling into rural areas and the 
fitting of educational output more closely to 
the economy's manpower needs. Further- 
more, there is no unemployment of higher- 
trained labor despite a rapid extension in 
recent years of university education. Can 
Cuban educational reforms be applied in 
dependent capitalist economies? Can some 
of the concepts and changes we have dis- 
cussed above be transferred to a society in 
which a radical ideological shift from capital- 
ism to socialism has not taken place? 

In theory, there is no reason why rural 
boarding schools at the secondary level, 
for example, cannot exist in a capitalist 
economy. Indeed, such boarding schools are 
common in rural East Africa, continuing the 
system of education imposed on those 
countries when they were British colonies. 
However, these boarding schools cater 
primarily to rural students and essentially 
prepare them to be incorporated into the 
urban labor market. We must consider care- 
fully why boarding schools that bring urban 
students to study in the countryside could 
succeed in Cuba (if they do succeed), while 
they could not succeed in a country whose 
dominant elite is an urban bourgeoisie. 

First, the urban bourgeoisie will not dedi- 
cate a significant fraction of its resources 
destined for education to the development 
in rural areas of a skilled labor force trained 
specifically to work on rural problems, 
primarily because one of the main objectives 
of education in capitalist societies run by 
urban bourgeoisies is to develop a skilled 
labor force for urban occupations, including 
manufacturing and services, thereby putting 
downward pressure on skilled worker wages 
in urban areas. We cannot expect an urban 
bourgeoisie to develop a labor force that is 
inconsistent with its self-interest. 

Second, from a different perspective, it is 
inconceivable, in an economy where wages 
are much higher in urban areas than in rural 
areas and where all the wage incentives point 
people toward working in urban areas, that a 
government will be able to persuade either 
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teachers to teach in the countryside, or stu- 
dents to stay in the countryside once given 
an education that will certify them to get 
jobs in urban labor markets. 

What about other aspects of Cuban edu- 
cational reform? For example, what about 
the relationship between work and school- 
ing? This is, in theory, a reform that it is 
possible to implement in dependent capital- 
ist societies, but again, its success in practice 
would depend in large part on the willing- 
ness of the urban bourgeoisie and middle 
class to support programs that would have 
their children working in manual occupa- 
tions while attending secondary school and 
the first years of university. We suspect that 
it would be difficult to force such a program 
on the middle class. It would probably work 
if limited to work-study programs for work- 
ing-class and rural children, with higher 
secondary school, private schools, and uni- 
versities being exempt from any combina- 
tion of work and study. Of course, there are 
already large numbers of university students 
even in low-income capitalist societies who 
do work and study at the same time 
(Carnoy, 1975), but in general their work is 
done to earn enough money so that they can 
support themselves while they advance their 
study to take on a different kind of work 
once they graduate. Thus, in capitalist soci- 
eties, study and work, while occurring simul- 
taneously, are usually separate in concept 
and applicability. 

Finally, what are the chances of develop- 
ing an independent base for research and 
development of technology relevant to 
product needs in the developing country? 
Again, in theory there is no reason why in a 
dependent capitalist economy there should 
not be the kind of technical education that 
would enable the country to develop a tech- 
nology relevant to its growth needs. In 
practice, however, as in Cuba before the 
Revolution, much of the technological 
capability and control over goods produced 
is exercised by foreign companies and 
foreign managers with the cooperation of 
the local government in the low-income 
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country. To develop a counter-technology 
means at least in part to break with the 
kinds of goods produced by foreign com- 
panies both at home and in the foreign 
country, and to choose an alternative devel- 
opment pattern. One criterion for the 
success of such a program is the incorpora- 
tion of the masses into the development of 
local technology. It is difficult to imagine, in 
a class-structured capitalist society, that the 
knowledge of technology, which is one of 
the bases of class division, should become 
universally available, as it is now in Cuba. 

The correspondence principle not only 
tells us that educational reform in a country 
like Cuba corresponds directly to the eco- 
nomic and social changes which have taken 
place with the Revolution, but also suggests 
that there would be great difficulty in trans- 
ferring these types of educational reform to 
societies in which similar kinds of ideological 
and economic transformations are not taking 
place. We must clearly separate the idealistic 
images of educational reforms from the real- 
ities of economic and social change. While 
we may formulate the theoretical trans- 
ference of such educational reforms to non- 
socialist societies, we can show that in 
practice this transference will not take place, 
not because of the malevolence of the 
parties involved, but rather because such 
transference is against the self-interest of 
dominant groups in а class-structured 
capitalist society. 


NOTES 


1. While this training program provided the means 
for greatly expanding rural schools, it apparently 
did not solve the dropout and repeater problem in 
rural areas, In the late sixties and early seventies, 
the solution to that problem was sought partly 
through the boarding and semi-boarding schools in 
rural areas. 

2. Leiner reports that he tried to determine what 
effect the official ideology was having in the class- 
room by using the fairly simple technique of the 
open-ended question. One composition topic he 
offered to a number of classes in the upper grades 
was If I Had Five Wishes. He argued that in the 
answers to this question “the themes of commit- 
ment and sacrifice are repeatedly expressed in the 
composition. “То go where the Revolution needs 
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me’ is a most frequent expression” (Leiner, 1973, 
pp. 5—6). 

3. In 1971, delegates representing teachers, educa- 
tors, scientists, and cultural agencies and institutes 
participated in the First National Congress on 
Education and Culture. Among other recommenda- 
tions, they criticized the escuelas al campo on the 
grounds that the time lost from formal schooling 
was having negative effects on the academic work 
of students and that the activities of the program 
had been poorly integrated into the formal school 
system (Dahlman, 1973, p. 79). 

4, Bowles is referring to the Cento Vocational 
School, which was originally created in the school 
year 1966-1967, and which is today the Lenin 
Vocational School, recently built for the 1972— 
1973 school year. This School, the only one of this 
kind in Cuba, with a capacity for 4,500 high school 
and pre-university students, is twenty-three kilo- 
meters from the center of Havana and occupies 
84,000 square meters of land. This is a school for 
study and industrial work, primarily in electronics. 
Besides annual agricultural production exceeding 
500 quintals, students at the Lenin School have 
produced 50,000 battery-operated radios, manu- 
factured goods and sports equipment valued at 
1,000,000 pesos, and thirty electronic computers, 
which have been assembled for use in instruction at 
the center and in industrial installations elsewhere 
in the country. The organization cell of the Lenin 
Vocational School is made up of 120 science and 
technology circles, encompassing all fields. These 
circles guarantee a large university enrollment 
emphasizing technological, scientific, and agricul- 
tural occupations. (In the past school year, 85 
percent of the graduates entered careers related to 
their circle.) 

The work of the Lenin Vocational School is 
divided into agriculture, in which nearly 3,000 high 
school students participate, and industrial work, in 
which 700 pre-university students take part. The 
rest—students, professors, instructors, and peda- 
gogic assistants-do community and service work. 

The selection process for the Lenin School is 
very restrictive; only those pupils who get very 
high grades in the last three years of primary 
school are accepted. In 1972—1973, the average 
primary school grade average of students in the 
first year of the school was 85/100, and in 1973— 
1974, 95/100. Dropouts from the school represent 
only 2 percent of the cohort. (Granma, special 
issue on the Lenin School, February 1974.) 

5. The selection system works in the following 
way: information on the high priority careers is 
passed on to the students in the last year of pre- 
university training and in the worker-peasant uni- 
versity. The student selects the career he or she 
wants to follow, and is accepted or not, on the 
basis of the number of places available and the 
student's grades in the last three years of secondary 
school. If a student is not selected for the career he 
wanted he can apply to another career where there 
is greater opportunity for admission. In the case of 
medicine, for example, the situation in 1970 was a 
relative saturation of the career in terms of the 
country's needs. Entrance to the study of medicine 
is now severely restricted through an examination; 


as a result, enrollment in that field fell from 8,773 
students in 1970 to 8,393 in 1972, while every 
other faculty's enrollment rose rapidly in the same 
period. Even so, those with the best grades may 
still end up in the most prestigious careers. 

6. Although there was little per capita economic 
growth in Cuba in the 1960s (Ritter, 1974), the 
situation apparently changed markedly after 1970. 
In his staff report to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the U.S. Senate, Pat Holt said that the 
per capita income in Cuba in 1974 was about 
$1,600 (Holt, 1974). Although this seems high in 
terms of what Cubans can consume, Holt con- 
cluded that “the Cubans are on the verge of con- 
structing a socialist showcase in the Western 
Hemisphere” (Holt, quoted in Zimbalist, 1975, p. 
22). 

7. The most important curriculum changes in 
primary schools were related to the reinforcement 
of self-learning, more emphasis on tying the 
specific objectives of the curriculum to the devel- 
opment of individual abilities, especially in the 
first, second, and third grades, and a break with the 
traditional pattern of purely academic class periods 
(Cuba, 1973). 

Educational television has been used extensively 
in secondary and pre-university schools since 
1968—1969. The system uses Havana channels 2 
and 6 for broadcasting twenty-five-minute tele- 
vision classes to about 12,000 television sets in the 
schools. The television classes are supplemented by 
classroom activities based on guides supplied by 
the designers of the programs. The Ministry of 
Education has decided that once the teacher short- 
age is overcome, the number of television programs 
will be reduced—this number has already declined 
from sixty programs per week in 1969—1970 to 
twenty per week in 1972-1973-—until television 
becomes just one more teaching aid among a set of. 
technological tools available for children in school. 
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35. Economic Necessity and Political Ideals 
in Educational Reform During the Cultural Revolution 


Educational reform has been one of the 
important issues raised during the Cultural 
Revolution, not merely because it belongs to 
the realm of culture but, more important, 
because it bears on the question of “culti- 
vating revolutionary successors” and on the 
shaping of the whole future of China. Any- 
one seizing power wishes to keep it for a 
certain length of time; it is however a special 
feature of people’s revolutions to set their 
goals on the prospect of a boundless future. 
In this regard, gaining power in education is 
not simply one side of the struggle for actual 
total power (mastering the “superstructure” 
as well as the “‘structure”) it is the guarantee 
of everlasting rule, on the assumption that 
the mind is ultimately the only thing man 
can rely upon and which is entirely within 


MARIANNE BASTID 


his grasp. As one slogan puts it: “The earth 
may shake, heaven may fall, but we shall 
ever be faithful to Chairman Mao.” 

The issue of educational reform during 
the Cultural Revolution seems, in theoretical 
terms, to be mainly concerned with such 
political ideals as proletarian dictatorship 
and true socialism, together with the sup- 
pression of bourgeois or feudal attitudes and 
concepts. But on looking closer, these ideals 
appear to spring from a very stringent eco- 
nomic necessity. So much so that, in some 
reports on educational reform, political and 
ideological considerations are almost dis- 
carded and the reform proposals put forward 
on principally economic grounds. I have 
tried in this article to assess the respective 
weight of economic necessity and political 


From China Quarterly 42 (April/June 1970): 16-45. Reprinted by permission of the author. 
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ideals in the educational reform in an 
attempt to shed some light on the nature of 
the new “world outlook” which the Cultural 
Revolution advances. The analysis follows 
the dialectical process through which the 
new order is being worked out: that is, criti- 
cism of the old system, proposals for reform 
and the implementation of reform. 


CRITICISM AGAINST THE OLD SYSTEM 
OF EDUCATION 


The “old” educational system under attack 
was essentially the system as it existed in 
1965. Criticism against it was launched at 
the very beginning of the Great Proletarian 
Cultural Revolution in June 1966. Since 
then, the contents and main targets have not 
changed. They come under three headings: 
the inadequacy of school enrolment; the 
contents and methods of education; and the 
general orientation of the old system, deal- 
ing with who goes to school, what is taught 
at school and what the schools are intended 
for. 

The main criticism against the inadequacy 
of school enrolment was that children from 
poor and lower-middle peasant families were 
barred from the greater part of the educa- 
tional ladder. Ostracism of workers' children 
occurred, it seems, only at the middle 
school, college and university level. The 
direct responsibility for the exclusion of 
those children has been imputed first to 
various institutional features of the schools, 
such as the examination system and age 
limits. The entrance examination to middle 
schools and universities is a subject of major 
concern in towns. The entrance examination 
to primary school was a feature of well- 
known or special institutions in urban areas 
but it existed also for some schools in the 
countryside, and the injustice of the system 
has been severely attacked. But peasants 
were more concerned about the rules on age 
limits, which excluded a lot of youngsters 
from elementary or advanced educational 
opportunities, and about the promotion 
examinations, which eliminated a number of 
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"slow" children, most of them sons and 
daughters of the poorest. Actually it is the 
marks system with its corollaries of promo- 
tion and repeating that has come under the 
fiercest, steadiest and most united attack, as 
the key stratagem which excluded children 
of the working class, The marks system has 
been attacked on ideological grounds. It is 
pointed out that this system puts intellectual 
culture, self-interest and advancement above 
anything else, thus endangering socialism. 
However, the theoretical foundation of this 
system—the underlying assumption that it is 
possible to measure accurately the value of 
an individual and place it on a scale—has 
hardly been analysed and questioned. In 
fact, the complaints against the marks 
system are basically economic: the existence 
of tuition fees makes the matter crucial. In 
every report from the countryside, it is 
stressed that children from poor and lower- 
middle peasant families simply cannot afford 
to repeat a class, something which is almost 
inevitable with the marks system. This griev- 
ance is thus related to the general complaint 
against tuition fees and the cost of educa- 
tion, which are viewed by a majority of 
peasants as a clear discrimination against 
their children. While this issue is often 
omitted in reports from the cities, it is 
always raised in those from rural areas, and 
in a number of cases it is the first charge 
against the old system. A common addi- 
tional charge is that the school is located too 
far away, so that the children cannot get 
there on foot, while their families cannot 
afford to pay boarding fees. 

Though the cost of education varied from 
one school to another and from one locality 
to another, some details might be useful 
here. In a fashionable, well-equipped kinder- 
garten in a Peking suburb, the fees were 25 
yuan a month in 1965 (11 yuan for board, 
12.4 yuan for tuition and 1.6 yuan for medi- 
cal insurance). In another the fees went up 
to 30 yuan. At the same time, one of the 
"pilot" primary schools in Peking demanded 
2.5 yuan tuition fees per term and 4 yuan 
per month for lunch on weekdays. A rate of 
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1.5 to 3 yuan per term was fairly common in 
the countryside as well as in cities. In a 
Liaoning brigade, in order to attend the local 
school, each child had to pay 12 to 13 yuan 
a year. In middle schools tuition fees could 
rise to 2 yuan per month with an average of 
10 to 15 yuan per month for room and 
board. Even where no tuition fees were 
required, parents had to pay some 3 to 10 
yuan a year for books and stationery, 
according to the grade of the pupil. Re- 
cently, a rural brigade in Szechwan com- 
plained that board and pocket money alone 
for a child in lower-middle school cost 100 
to 200 yuan a year. However, tuition fees 
did not exist at college level. At Ts'inghua 
University (Peking) in 1965 the largest schol- 
arships were of 19.5 yuan per month, which 
may be regarded as the minimum expenses 
of a university student. Students in Peking 
could hardly spend less than 15 yuan a 
month for food, and many of them, even 
from rural families, did not get a full scholar- 
ship and had to rely on their parents for a 
monthly subsidy of 5 to 15 yuan. Such 
figures may not seem excessive to a family 
where both husband and wife work as cadres 
each earning some 100 yuan a month. The 
factory worker who has three children and 
earns 50 yuan finds it more difficult, even if 
his wife works. But what about the com- 
mune member who may well make 400 yuan 
(payment in kind included) a year in a 
wealthy brigade in the suburbs of Sian but 
gets only 44 yuan (payment in kind not 
included) a year in an advanced Shantung 
brigade, and 12 yuan (payment in kind not 
included) a year in a Yunnan village? In rural 
areas, many children could not go to school 
because they had to earn their living or were 
needed at home while the mother went out 
in the fields. In June 1969 a Hunan middle- 
school teacher reported with concern that 
for such economic reasons only 8 out of 23 
school-age children in the brigade where he 
was sent could go to school. 

Criticisms of the contents and methods of 
education stress the length of studies, the 
heavy curriculum, the bookishness, and the 


abstruse and smothering character of the 
teaching with its emphasis on cramming and 
memorizing. The six-year primary and the 
six-year secondary courses are said to be 
excessive, especially since much of what is 
taught is superfluous and over-elaborate. 
Staggering under heavy homework, students 
are said to rise early and go to sleep late. 
They stay indoors, ruining their health or 
becoming short-sighted. Tied down to 
books, they stagger from concept to concept 
and lose all real power of analysis. The 
prominence given to academic culture leaves 
no time for politics and, above all, no time 
for the study of the thought of Mao Tse- 
tung. 

A more specific charge in rural areas is 
that since the schools were under the hsien 
Education and Culture Bureau and were 
directed in a uniform way, local needs and 
conditions were not taken into account. For 
instance, the school vacations in a Chekiang 
brigade were fixed according to the needs of 
the rice-growing areas, in spite of the fact 
that these particular villages were engaged in 
cultivating tea. The Bureaux insisted on 
building schools at the Asien seats and com- 
mune centres rather than in the brigades; 
and it was impossible for villagers to dismiss 
a bad teacher because he was a “cadre of the 
State." Peasants referred to the schoolmaster 
as one who on a beautiful summer day goes 
humming carelessly to fish in a pond, while 
everyone around him toils hard under the 
sun. 
The defects of the old system were said 
to be related to its general orientation. 
Revisionism and feudal and bourgeois world 
outlook dominated the educational system 
owing to the lasting influence of old-type 
intellectuals and the treacherous policies of 
Liu Shao-ch’i and capitalist-roaders in the 
Party. Teaching was divorced from the real 
struggle—class struggle, a struggle for produc- 
tion and scientific experiment. Education, it 
was said, was “self-cultivation behind a 
closed door," turning out young people 
estranged from their environment, ready to 
become the docile tools of a capitalist resto- 
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ration. Such institutions as the farm-study or 
work-study schools, in their time hailed as 
utterly revolutionary, have been criticized 
by city-dwellers, who did not belong to 
them, as creations of Liu Shao-ch'i, hateful 
on two counts; because they did not put 
politics and Mao Tse-tung's thought first; 
and because, as the full-time schools con- 
tinued, they amounted to setting up the 
*double-track" system of capitalist coun- 
tries. At the same time, in the countryside, 
many of these schools have been contrasted 
with the regular schools as much more reli- 
able politically and giving a useful training, 
closely linked to practice. 

On the key issue of the general orienta- 
tion of the educational system, two different 
accusations are put forward. One is the 
charge of cultivating an elite. The system, it 
is claimed, fostered a promotion-conscious 
mentality. Liu Shao-ch'i is charged with 
having spread the reactionary tenet "to 
study in order to become a mandarin." As 
the Yenan middle school in Tientsin put it: 


In the revisionist view . . . the aim should be 
to cultivate people capable of serving as 
cadres, engineers, hsien magistrates and even 
secretaries of provincial committees, that is 
to cultivate parasites and revisionist seedlings 
divorced from the practice of the Three 
Great Revolutions, class struggle, struggle for 
production and scientific experience. 


Another report said: 


Bourgeois say: if graduates just become ordi- 
nary workers, what is the use of having col- 
leges? They declare that their purpose in 
running universities is to turn out highly 
trained "experts," such as scientists, engi- 
neers, lawyers, economists, administrators, 
whom they regard as the “elite” of society, 
superior to the working people. 

The bourgeois system serves to maintain the 
rule of the capitalist class over the working 
people and make science, technology and 
arts its monopoly. 

China is a state where the working people 
are the masters, it is inconceivable that the 
working class should run colleges to turn out 
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people who look down upon physical labour 
and the labouring people. Of course the 
working class requires its own intellectuals 
who master science, technology and other 
knowledge, but in the first place, schools 
and colleges should turn out true revolu- 
tionaries who are faithful to the cause of the 
working class and who always remain one 
with the working people. . . . 

The Soviet Union provides a lesson: its uni- 
versities produce a privileged stratum of 
bourgeois intellectuals who are the "elite" of 
society sitting on the backs of the working 
people. ... 


The issue at stake is that of producing 
people who gain a higher status through 
education and consequently feel and behave 
as superiors. 

The other charge, which is uttered by 
different people, does not focus on elitism 
but on capacity. It could be summed up 
thus: the old system turns out an elite which 
is incompetent and useless. Peasants say: 
“The more they go to school, the more 
stupid they become." There is a whole folk- 
lore of racy anecdotes featuring the pale- 
faced, thin, dogmatic, dissatisfied graduate 
versus the quick-minded efficient, hard toil- 
ing, openhearted “local expert," who spent a 
short time in a less sophisticated school but 
grasps better the thought of Mao Tse-tung. 
He cannot grow Michurin apples or Cauca- 
sian maize, but he knows all about rice and 
wheat; he works himself instead of giving 
orders; he listens to the villagers and helps 
them. 

In cities and towns, protests are mainly 
against the notion of “elite” itself. This 
accounts for the radicalism of some reform 
proposals which suggested nothing less than 
the wholesale abolition of schools. Although 
these proposals were dismissed later on as 
“anarchist,” they suggest a widespread sense 
of guilt, even of anti-intellectualism, among 
young Chinese intellectuals, not unlike some 
recent attitudes of their western brothers. 

In rural areas the issue tends to focus 
rather on inefficiency, incapacity, waste of 
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time, money and talent. Education is de- 
scribed as an investment which does not 
yield interest. 

The criticism against the old educational 
system thus mixes up economic and political 
motives, with, however, the latter predomi- 
nant. These political motives account for the 
deliberate darkening of the pre-1966 educa- 
tion picture, which is obvious to anyone 
who is acquainted with Chinese schools 
before the Cultural Revolution. By 1965, 
Chinese education was very far from being a 
mere copy of Soviet or American bourgeois 
education. As will be seen below, most of 
the educational experiments brought in by 
the Cultural Revolution had been tried 
under various forms in Yenan or during the 
Great Leap Forward, and not all of them 
had been discontinued. It would be a trav- 
esty of the facts to regard all Chinese stu- 
dents, or even teachers, prior to 1966 as a 
host of petty mandarins with their hands in 
their sleeves. In education, as in other 
matters, there has been a long struggle be- 
tween the revolutionary line and the revi- 
sionist line, and according to many reports, 
the latter has not always prevailed. If the 
general critique against the educational 
system holds true, it must be understood as 
often being directed against mere intentions 
or tendencies. The picture is deliberately 
drawn in black colours, as is frequently the 
case in campaigns designed to arouse power- 
ful reactions. 


REFORM PROPOSALS 


The number ‘and variety of educational 
reform proposals show that powerful reac- 
tions were indeed aroused. From the Chinese 
press it can be seen that these reform pro- 
posals fall into four stages, following direc- 
tives given from the top by Chairman Mao or 
the Central Committee. 

Before February 1967, when the call to 
“resume classes to make revolution” was 
launched, few detailed reform projects 
appeared. Some tentative proposals were 


made in early June 1966 with the decision 
of the Central Committee on 13 June to 
reform the entrance examination and post- 
pone admission to universities. But soon 
after those who made them were accused of 
revisionism and reformism. One of the 
charges brought against the work teams in 
early August was that they tried to divert 
the students from politics by asking them to 
discuss educational reform. Only guiding 
principles were given, incorporated in docu- 
ments dealing with other questions. Such is 
the paragraph relating to students in the text 
where Chairman Mao calls on the country to 
become a big school of revolution and the 
tenth of the Sixteen Points, which is almost 
identical. The two texts ruled that the con- 
trol of the bourgeoisie over the schools 
should be ended, that the curriculum should 
be shortened and revolutionized, that stu- 
dents should also learn agriculture, industry 
and military science and that they should 
criticize the bourgeoisie. Greeted with en- 
thusiasm, these directives helped to inten- 
sify the attack against the old system and its 
supporters. During this period, however, the 
focus was on general political issues, and no 
proposal for the carrying out of the new 
pedagogical principles received publicity. 
After the great revolutionary exchanges 
of the summer and autumn of 1966, from 1 
December, the Central Committee and the 
State Council repeatedly called for students 
and teachers to return to their schools. On 4 
February 1967, the Central Committee 
issued a draft regulation on the resumption 
of courses in all primary schools after the 
Spring Festival, and on 19 February another 
document was issued for the middle schools. 
On 7 March 1967, three important docu- 
ments were published. One was an editorial 
in the People's Daily entitled “Primary and 
Middle Schools Resume Classes to Make 
Revolution." It called for the continuation 
of the Cultural Revolution inside the 
schools, developing the criticism and struggle 
against reactionaries by studying Chairman 
Mao's Quotations and the Cultural Revolu- 
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tion documents, as well as some science and 
language courses. This summons was 
ascribed to the Central Committee, which 
also issued a circular entitled “Draft Regula- 
tions Governing The Great Proletarian 
Cultural Revolution Currently Under Way 
in Universities, Colleges and Schools—For 
Discussion and Trial Implementation.” 
Everybody, it said, should be back in their 
unit before 20 March and should undergo 
short-term military and political training; 
leniency should be shown, except to people 
in authority taking the capitalist road and 
reactionary academic authorities; students 
and teachers should unite and create an 
organ of power to lead the Cultural Revolu- 
tion; the Red Guards should be consolidated 
and rectified. The third document was a 
directive from Chairman Mao. It was pub- 
lished by the People's Daily only on 8 March 
1968, although it was based on the experi- 
ence of the Yenan middle school in Tientsin, 
an account of which appeared on 21 March 
1967 in the Tientsin jih-pao. Its wording has 
similarities to that of the Draft Regulations 
of the Central Committee; to some it may 
seem only a later version of the regulations, 
but the directive adds a very important 
point: the role of the army—which had in 
fact intervened in the Yenan middle school 
experience. It reads: 


...The army should give political and mili- 
tary training in the universities, middle 
schools and the higher classes of primary 
schools, stage by stage and group by group. 
It should help in reopening school classes, in 
strengthening the organization, in establish- 
ing a leading organ of the three-in-one 
alliance and in carrying out the task of 
struggle-criticism-transformation. It should 
first make experiments at selected points 
and acquire experience and then popularize 
it step by step.... 


The admonishments from the top left 
room for a fair amount of initiative. The 
only obligation of the young people was to 
get out of the streets and go back to school; 
an order which many obeyed with reluc- 
tance. During this period, until the end of 
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October 1967, the reform proposals dealt 
mainly with the organization of power 
within the schools. Experiments and sug. 
gestions were made regarding the achieve- 
ment of the Great Alliance, whether on the 
basis of the various militant organizations 
inside the school or on that of the teaching 
classes. Some further opinions were ex- 
pressed on the setting up of school revolu- 
tionary committees with the help and 
participation of the People’s Liberation 
Army. 

In the heated political struggle of the 
spring and summer of 1967, educational 
change could not progress smoothly. A 
“black wind of anarchism” blew everywhere. 
On 25 October 1967, the People’s Daily had 
to reiterate more earnestly the call to resume 
classes. This time, however, the editorial 
quoted the paragraph relating to students in 
Chairman Mao’s directive of 7 May 1966: 


Students, while taking studies as the main 
task, should learn other things as well, 
namely, besides learning literature they must 
also learn industry, agriculture and military 
science, and they must also criticize the 
bourgeoisie. The duration of the course of 
study must be shortened and education must 
be revolutionized. The situation in which 
bourgeois intellectuals rule our schools 
cannot be allowed to continue. 


This instruction sets the aims of the edu- 
cational reform. The editorial insisted that 
this reform could not be achieved without 
actually teaching and studying. It com- 
mented: 


...In the process of resuming classes to 
make revolution, teachers and cadres should 
constantly remind themselves that the work 
in which they are engaged has a great bearing 
on the cultivation of successors to the prole- 
tarian revolution. They should have the 
courage and determination to thoroughly 
criticize the old educational system and 
completely break out of their own bourgeois 
world outlook. They should realize that they 
are both educators and educated and that 
their students are wiser than they in many 
respects. They must go to the students, 
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mingle with them, establish a new socialist 
type of teacher-student relationship... . 

The directive and the editorial are espe- 
cially noteworthy on two points: one is the 
contents of education, the other one is the 
question of world outlook and attitude, 
particularly of teachers. As far as the con- 
tents are concerned, school-training should 
give young people several strings to their 
bows. In a way it amounts to a dismissal of 
the notion of chuan, usually translated as 
"expert." However, one should remember 
that chuan in Chinese does not mean “ex- 
pert" or "skilled" so much as “specialized” 
in one single field. Dedication to the study 
of a narrow technique does not necessarily 
imply proficiency in its application. Peasants 
and workers mentioned hundreds of cases 
where highly trained personnel stumbled 
over technical problems which they them- 
selves finally succeeded in solving by dis- 
carding the blind worship of dogmatic rules 
and principles. Besides, in China as else- 
where, employment planning is difficult. If 
young people cannot, and above all will not, 
do jobs which do not fall exactly within 
their special domain, the economic balance 
and progress might be endangered. Without a 
doubt, too many academic scientists and 
technicians have been trained in recent 
years. Not infrequently a university graduate 
in physics or chemistry would be found 
holding some desk job in a big city adminis- 
trative office. This was due not only to 
bureaucratic aberrations. The fact was that 
the massive effort started in 1958 to enrol 
more students in the scientific departments 
had not been completely discontinued, while 
the rate of industrialization launched by the 
Great Leap Forward had been much slowed, 
and the basic orientation of education had 
moved from people’s science to specialists’ 
science. The countryside was in desperate 
need of more, and more professional man- 
power, but new trainees were too learned, 
and equally too ignorant, to be of real use. 
At the same time, the already over-staffed 
urban industry could not absorb them all. 

Versatile people were and still are needed, 


but versatile in concrete things. There is no 
idea of a reversion to the mandarin type of 
education—general abstract knowledge with- 
out expertise. The required study of indus- 
try, agriculture and military science, besides 
specialization in a particular subject, is to be 
understood as thoughtful work experience in 
those activities to familiarize the student 
with some of their basic principles. The 
value of such an education in a country 
where a rural economy prevails and remains 
largely non-differentiated, is self-evident. It 
meets the criticism voiced by the villagers 
who want the hydraulic engineer sent to 
them to be able to tell rice from wheat in 
the fields, and to lend a hand in repairing a 
machine. 

But the question is one of moral and 
mental attitude even more than of variety or 
practicality of the students’ intellectual 
equipment. Young people must be accus- 
tomed to adapt themselves to any situation 
and make the best of it. They should be 
open-minded, perceptive and active. Their 
cardinal virtue ought to be intellectual 
humility. All this depends on the “prole- 
tarian world-outlook” as opposed to the 
“bourgeois world outlook,” which means 
serving the collective interests of the major- 
ity instead of the self-interest of an elite. 
The “bourgeois” scientist may show humil- 
ity in front of his colleagues, in order to 
transcend them later on, but not in front of 
ordinary people. Experience in industry and 
agriculture at the basic level is meant to 
develop a proletarian world outlook in the 
students’ minds, giving them not only a 
sense of reality and relativity useful to any 
intellectual worker, but also a personal feel- 
ing for society with its contradictions and 
struggles. Military instruction is intended to 
develop physical endurance, to teach some 
of the skills of the People’s Liberation 
Army, and even more its spirit. Upon the 
transformation of the teacher himself lies 
much of the fate of revolutionary education, 
as it is he who sets a living example to his 
students and can influence them deeply. The 
intention is by no means to cultivate "'politi- 
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cal parrots” as spiteful critics word it—in any 
case Chairman Mao says that students must 
take studies as their main task. Neither is 
mystic idealism the aim, but real efficiency 
to achieve a rate of modernization which 
cannot be truly and fully brought about by 
revisionist bourgeois education. 

The democratic basis of the educational 
revolution was stressed in an injunction from 
Mao broadcast on 2 November: 


The proletarian revolution in education 
should be carried out by relying on the mass 
of revolutionary students, teachers and 
workers inside the schools, by relying on the 
activitists among them, namely those prole- 
tarian revolutionaries who are determined to 
carry the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu- 
tion through to the end. 


The late October and early November 
1967 directives stirred up new reform pro- 
posals focusing on the general organization 
of school work. Several tendencies appeared. 
One was to suggest rebuilding the school like 
an army with its battalions and companies, 
minutely scheduled periods of drill, study 
and productive work, military virtues and 
discipline. The teacher should play the role 
of an ordinary soldier among the pupils and, 
like a company cadre in the army, should 
make revolution and work together with the 
pupils. Another trend rejected compulsory 
methods and showed a strong reluctance to 
rebuild a system. As a group from Peking 
Normal University put it: ' 


From the bourgeois point of view, system 
means authority and compulsory methods 
should be adopted to make pupils study. 
From the proletarian point of view, the 
human factor and politico-ideological work 
come first while system is secondary and 
auxiliary. Only by arousing people's initia- 
tive and consciousness is it possible to teach 
and study well. 


Along these principles the practice of 
promotion and repeating could be abolished. 
Instead of an entrance examination, one 
could combine recommendation with selec- 
tion. Spare-time school students would be 
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admitted to higher institutions, without age 
limit, and eventually in another than the 
first year. The curriculum should be flexible. 

Others, flaunting the banner of "to rebel 
is justified," maintained that to resume 
classes to make revolution was "slave- 
mentality,” the 7 March directive being 
*patchy reformism, not revolution but reac- 
tion.” The great alliance they called the “big 
hodge-podge,” and the three-in-one com- 
bination the “three-in-one conglomeration.” 
Criticism and repudiation of the revisionist 
line, they said, were divorced from class 
struggle, disregarded state affairs and had 
nothing in common with the rebels. Schools, 
and especially universities, should be abol- 
ished; students and teachers would be dis- 
tributed among communes and factories. 

Judging by the relentless criticism against 
them, these last opinions, which were 
branded as anarchist, seem to have been 
fairly widespread. This fact partly accounts 
for the stress on military example and disci- 
pline, particularly from March 1968 on, as 
well as for the call on the workers and peas- 
ants to help reform teaching and do the 
ideological work. While enforcing discipline, 
however, a careful attempt was made to 
point out the difference between “prole- 
tarian discipline” and the “organization 
discipline” of the bourgeoisie, the former 
being one willingly accepted and consciously 
obeyed. Participation of workers and peas- 
ants in school affairs remained informal 
except in a few places, but the idea of un- 
ceasingly seeking their advice on educational 
matters, and entrusting them with the 
leadership of students’ and teachers’ manual 
labour and ideological transformation was 
put forward as a way of abiding by Chair- 
man Mao’s directives. 

The fourth stage in the reform projects 
started in late July 1968, and soon brought 
to the fore the rural schools. On 22 July 
1968, the People’s Daily published a 
“recent” directive from Chairman Mao: 

It is still necessary to have universities; 


here I refer mainly to colleges of science and 
engineering. However, it is essential to 
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shorten the length of schooling, revolu- 
tionize education, put proletarian politics in 
command and take the road of the Shanghai 
machine-tools plant in training technicians 
from among the workers and peasants with 
practical experience and who should return 
to production after a few years of study. 


This statement settled the upper level of 
the new fabric. It put an end to disputes on 
the expediency of running institutions of 
higher education. The Shanghai machine- 
tools plant experience showed that engineers 
and technicians directly promoted from 
among workers with practical experience 
were more efficient than university grad- 
uates, Their training was faster and therefore 
cost less. They were generally more progres- 
sive, more concerned with common interest, 
less tied down by pride and prejudice. Con- 
sequently, the plant staff suggested that, 
while continuing the practice of promot- 
ing technicians directly from among the 
workers, young workers who had graduated 
from lower or higher middle school and who 
had two to five years’ experience of work 
should be selected to study in the univer- 
sities and colleges. University graduates 
should never be immediately appointed as 
cadres but serve first as ordinary workers, to 
get a “certificate of ability” from the peas- 
ants and workers. Later on, according to 
practical needs, some might take part in 
technical work while still doing fixed periods 
of manual work, others continuing to be 
workers and peasants. Though stressing the 
shortcomings of university graduates, the 
Shanghai machine-tools plant report was far 
less harsh about formal education than many 
other documents. There was no suggestion 
that the direct promotion of workers was 
the best possible method for getting techni- 
cians. Light and shade was introduced into 
the text itself by the use of such expressions 
as “relatively,” “rather more,” "generally." 
The report ushered in the rehabilitation of 
basic theoretical studies which by this time 
were supported also by the first workers’ 
propaganda teams sent to the school. 

Very soon, however, attention was trans- 


ferred from the upper level of the educa- 
tional system to its base, as it would have 
been difficult to build a new system from 
the top down. In his article “The working 
class must exercise leadership in everything,” 
published on 25 August, Yao Wen-yuan con- 
veyed three “recent” directives from Chair- 
man Mao, one of which applied especially to 
education: 


In carrying out the proletarian revolution 
in education it is essential to have working- 
class leadership; it is essential for the masses 
of workers to take part and, in co-operation 
with Liberation Army fighters, bring about a 
revolutionary "three-in-one" combination, 
together with the activitists among the stu- 
dents, teachers and workers in the schools 
who are determined to carry the proletarian 
revolution through to the end. The workers" 
propaganda teams should stay permanently 
in the schools and take part in fulfilling all 
the tasks of struggle-criticism-transformation 
in the schools, and they will always lead the 
schools. In the countryside, the schools 
should be managed by the poor and lower- 
middle peasants—the most reliable ally of 
the working class. 


Immediately an increasing number of 
reports came out on rural schools run by 
brigades. On 14 October the Red Flag 
stated: 


It seems that it is quite possible that the 
rural areas can realize more speedily than the 
cities Chairman Mao’s thinking on the prole- 
tarian revolution in education. This is 
because the superiority of the poor and 
lower-middle peasants can be established 
more easily in the schools there. It offers 
new proof of the pressing need to send Mao 
Tse-tung propaganda teams of workers, with 
fighters of the People’s Liberation Army 
participating, to the schools in the cities. 


The importance of these documents of 
the summer 1968 lies in the fact that they 
keep the idea of a whole system of schools 
as a distinct institution performing a definite 
task in the state, and that they suggest a new 
type of leadership in education. Conse- 
quently, a number of specific reform pro- 
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posals sprang up, relating to every aspect of 
the educational system: curriculum, leader- 
ship inside the school, links of the school 
with the society and the state. Compara- 
tively few of these projects relate to institu- 
tions of higher learning. There were, 
however, suggestions about moving the tech- 
nical colleges to the places for which they 
were supposed to train people—agriculture 
institutes to the countryside, polytechnical 
institutes to the factories—and integrating 
them with collective production. Instead of 
working together in a separate workshop or 
field (as was generally the case previously 
during the manual work period), or even on 
the school grounds, the students would be 
scattered among ordinary workers and share 
their regular work. Others insisted, on the 
contrary, that the right solution was that 
each department or institute should establish 
its own factory, as in 1958. As to the depart- 
ments of humanities, one finds little more 
than general statements that they must be 
integrated with society. 

The bulk of the reform proposals dealt 
with primary and middle schools. On 14 
November 1968, the People’s Daily printed a 
letter from two primary school teachers of 
the Ma-chi brigade from Chia-hsiang district 
in Shantung on the convenience of having 
the local school directly run by the brigade 
with the teaching staff integrated into the 
brigade as ordinary members, sharing in the 
work-point system. The advantages were said 
to be both political and ideological: the 
school being under the direct rule of the 
brigade Party branch, control could be closer 
and tighter, especially if, as suggested, 
teachers were employed in their home 
brigade only, instead of being moved from 
one place to another; the school would truly 
become part of the village and its teaching 
could be linked to reality. The advantages 
were also economic. The brigade could bene- 
fit immediately from the help of the school 
in such painful tasks as accounts; later on, 
the new type of school graduate would meet 
local needs better. But, above all, the system 
would cost less money for more efficiency. 
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The sums spent by the state on salaries, 
building and repairs could be allocated to 
agricultural and industrial aid and to the 
defence budget. Managing their own school 
finances, the brigades would be free to 
abolish tuition fees, reduce expenditure and 
support schools through the source of 
income most suitable to them—for instance, 
through contributions in kind—thus enabling 
more children to receive education. 

Reform proposals from the cities openly 
aimed at emulating the countryside. They 
varied between having the schools managed 
by factories, by neighbourhood organiza- 
tion, by suburban communes or by all 
together. Some wished to set up a separate 
administration for the school, others pre- 
ferred that the school be merged with the 
factory as a workshop led by the factory 
revolutionary committee and not by a 
school revolutionary committee. The latter 
insisted that until now a school was purely a 
consumer unit, but once it was run by a 
factory, it could gradually be transformed 
into a semi-consumer unit, thus saving a lot 
of state investment. Others warned, how- 
ever, that the factory could not run every- 
thing: it was not an independent unit like 
the brigade, and furthermore such a system 
would perpetuate the difference between 
town and country since the cities would 
specialize in industry. For this last reason, 
resourceful minds proposed that urban 
schools be run jointly by factories and com- 
munes. 

Much discussion has arisen also as to the 
length of the curriculum, whether a through- 
course of seven or eight years combining 
primary and secondary education was advis- 
able, or whether, if the two courses were 
retained, each should be three, four or five 
years. Very contradictory opinions have 
been expressed on a theme which is appar- 
ently academic, but to which much of the 
real bearing of the educational revolution 
may well be linked: should Mao Tse-tung’s 
thought, politics and “socialist culture” (ie., 
language, arts and sciences) be taught as one, 
two or three different courses and what is 
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the ideal ratio of time to be spent on each of 
them. Some believe that as Mao Tse-tung’s 
thought is to lead all teaching and study, it is 
unnecessary to introduce a political language 
course instead of the language course. Others 
stress that each subject has its own points of 
emphasis and the students understand better 
if separate instruction is given. 

The main suggestions relating to rural 
schools have been summed up in a document 
called “Programme for rural middle and 
primary school education (draft, for discus- 
sion),” published by the People’s Daily on 
12 May 1969. It had originally been drawn 
up by the revolutionary committee of the 
Lishu district in Kirin province, and was 
then improved by the editorial board of 
People’s Daily, according to the comments 
of poor and lower-middle peasants, teachers 
and students of some communes. It placed 
the middle school revolutionary committee— 
formed by a “three-in-one” combination of 
poor and lower-middle peasants, commune 
and brigade cadres, teachers and students— 
under the leadership of the revolutionary 
committees and the Party branches of the 
commune and its brigades. According to this 
draft programme, primary schools are di- 
rectly led by what is called the educational 
leading group of the brigade, while those 
members of the group employed on the 
school staff manage the daily school work. 
Regular reports and inspections ensure 
permanent control by the poor and lower- 
middle peasants, but those who are involved 
in school management are not, as a general 
rule, expected to give up productive labour. 
No role is mentioned for the People's Libera- 
tion Army except that, as does the militia, it 
should provide a few teachers if necessary. 
Ideological leadership is entrusted to the 
Party organization and the revolutionary 
committees, with the help of the Youth 
League and the Red Guards. But the actual 
ideological work among the students is a 
collective task: school education, social 
education and family education must be 
linked together. Finance comes from the 
brigade for the primary schools and from the 


commune (or several brigades) for the mid- 
dle schools with a subsidy from the state. 
The hiring and dismissal of teachers are first 
discussed by the poor and lower-middle 
peasants, then the brigade revolutionary 
committee gives its advice, and the com- 
mune revolutionary committee makes the 
decision and informs the district revolu- 
tionary committee, who puts it on record. 
The salary of primary school teachers con- 
sists of work points and an allowance drawn 
from state funds; middle school teachers’ 
salaries may be paid without using work 
points. The new system is not intended to 
reduce the standards of living of the people 
concerned. Though the programme states 
that primary and secondary education are 
combined in a through-course of nine years, 
it deals also with new conditions of admis- 
sion to middle schools, to be based on a 
combination of recommendation and selec- 
tion, with priority given to children from 
workers’, soldiers’ and poor and lower- 
middle peasants' families. After graduation 
students should stay in the countryside. Age 
qualifications, repeating and old style exami- 
nations are abolished, but students' work 
and knowledge are to be checked thoroughly 
by practical tests or examinations with free 
use of books. The number of subjects taught 
will be reduced to five, among which politics 
and manual labour will fill only 30 per cent 
of the schedule in primary schools and 40 
per cent in the middle schools. The content 
of *cultural courses" is flexible and may be 
adapted to local needs. Whenever possible, 
schools must establish their own place for 
productive labour and carry out there some 
scientific experiments. However, participa- 
tion in brigade collective labour is expected 
to prevail over manual labour inside the 
school. Any profit from this labour is to be 
managed by the commune and the brigade. 

Some amendments or additions to this 
draft programme have been suggested: “cul- 
tural courses” must take over 70 per cent of 
the time in primary schools; foreign lan- 
guages, accounting, industrial technique, 
veterinary and health courses should be 
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introduced; the study of p'ut'ung-hua 
(Mandarin) should be compulsory. But in 
general this practical scheme, designed to fit 
peasants’ needs, seems to have been 
approved by the rural areas. 

No such charter has yet come out for 
urban education. The only comparable 
project relates to technical middle schools. It 
is the synthesis of inquiries held in Peking, 
Tientsin and T’angshan by the Peking Elec- 
tricity School and was published in August 
1969 for further discussion. In contrast with 
earlier reports, it stresses the great contribu- 
tion of the graduates from technical middle 
schools; workers and peasants were said not 
to think that technical middle schools must 
be abolished, but that they should be more 
numerous. The inquirers “have felt among 
the masses of workers, peasants and soldiers 
the pressing desire to learn professional 
theoretical knowledge.” The task of tech- 
nical middle schools is to spread theoretical 
knowledge, while the task of technical uni- 
versities is to raise the level of this knowl- 
edge. Technical middle schools will be 
managed by the relevant technical bureaux, 
they will have ties with factories and will 
themselves run factories. They will provide a 
variety of short-term courses of six months 
to two years for students selected from peas- 
ants and workers having at least three years 
of practical experience. Only in the longest 
course is the level of higher primary educa- 
tion required. 

From abstract general concepts the edu- 
cational reform proposals have thus devel- 
oped towards very practical measures, the 
main features of which are to give control of 
the schools to those who are going to use 
their products, and to make these products 
fit for the service expected of them. It 
should be pointed out how far this approach 
is from the idea of “student power" as it 
appeared in the youth revolt in other coun- 
tries. In China, students have certainly won 
through the Cultural Revolution the right to 
express their opinion; they are represented 
on the schools’ revolutionary committees. 
But it has been felt that to substitute stu- 
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dent authority for the authority of teachers 
and cadres is nothing more than to replace 
an older elite by a younger elite: it runs 
against the very principles of socialist revolu- 
tion. 

Critics will not fail to point out that, 
from exclusive interest in political educa- 
tion, the reform proposals have come to lay 
more and more emphasis on “cultural 
courses.” They will then go on to underline 
that politics and Mao Tse-tung’s thought are 
not considered as a part of culture, since the 
Chinese political vocabulary itself distin- 
guishes cheng-chih and Mao Tse-t’ung ssu- 
hsiang from wen-hua, Attention will be 
called also to the fact that after extolling the 
sole virtue of practice—often distorted to 
mean mere physical labour, so that one 
would learn agriculture by carrying water— 
reformers are now concerned with giving 
credit to theory: furthermore, from the 
rejection of regulations and systems they are 
coming to make every endeavour to disci- 
pline, unify and standardize. What is so new, 
the critics will ask, in the revolutionized 
educational system? 

To this criticism the answer can be made 
that it is quite different to shape an ideal 
and to devise its concrete realization. Plans 
are designed and are applied by and to 
people who are not perfect. What is impor- 
tant is the prevailing spirit and the general 
orientation of education. The educational 
process has its specific requirements—for 
instance Chinese children must learn the 
ideograms, which takes a long time. It would 
be unrealistic to ignore them, but very dif- 
ferent results can be achieved depending on 
the spirit in which these requirements are 
fulfilled. There is indeed a good chance that 
the child who has been taught characters 
with the constant idea that this puts him 
above others, and the child who is taught 
characters as a means to help other people 
by no ways inferior to him, will not behave 
in the same way. If the efficiency of an 
educational system can be appraised only 
after it has worked for several years, it can- 
not be denied that there is in China both the 
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will and the endeavour to set up a new 
education. The first steps in the implementa- 
tion of the reform proposals testify to this. 


IMPLEMENTATION OF REFORM 


The situation appears to be very different in 
the cities and in the countryside. Although 
all city schools interrupted their courses, this 
was not such a general phenomenon in the 
countryside. In the cities, army teams 
entered the schools in February and March 
1967, and the workers’ propaganda teams 
came in from the end of July 1968. There 
was no such uniformity in the villages: 
soldiers were stationed in an extremely 
limited number of schools, at very variable 
dates: workers scarcely came in, except in 
special cases, such as suburban commune 
schools; the seizure of power in schools by 
peasants took place sometimes as early as 
March 1967, sometimes as late as September 
1969, Besides, people in the countryside 
know what they need. It is far less clear in 
the cities. It is not by accident that no draft 
regulations have yet come out for urban 
schools. Of course the urban schools can 
train people according to the needs of the 
countryside, but are these needs exactly the 
same as those in the cities? Should the very 
sophisticated schools which existed in 
Peking, Shanghai, Tientsin, Nanking and 
Canton be abolished? On the other hand, if 
urban schools train urban personnel and are 
only linked with factories or city organiza- 
tions, will this not perpetuate the tendency 
of towns to specialize in industry, and the 
differences between town and country? 

The implementation of educational re- 
form displays a very wide local variety. As 
it was of precisely excessive standardization 
that the old system was accused, there 
has been no pre-ordained plan uniformly 
applied. Experiments are conducted at vari- 
ous points; their results are used in some 
of the reform proposals; interpreted and 
adapted, they are also the starting point of 
new experiments in other communities. This 
sensible approach is a current method in 


Communist China, it bears the authority of 
Chairman Mao's theory of knowledge and 
practice, and was again advocated by him for 
use in education in his directive of 7 March 
1967. 

The experience, however, does not start 
ex nihilo: there are several reference models. 
One is the Resist Japan Military Academy in 
the Yenan period. Particular stress is placed 
on the fact that in K'angta the students 
supported themselves by work; teaching was 
linked with practice and society; and the 
teacher-student relationship was a revolu- 
tionary one of equality, mutual help and 
confidence. The system in force during the 
early days of the Liberation is also set forth. 
The primary schools were then under the 
village (ts’un) leadership; their work was 
regulated by the village Party branch; 
teachers taught and did mass work. The "red 
and expert" schools of 1958 are extolled on 
similar grounds: they were subject to the 
brigade Party branch; cadres and technicians 
were called in to teach in addition to full- 
time teachers. They became spoiled, it is 
claimed, when the district educational 
bureaux took them over and put academic 
achievement to the fore, instead of prole- 
tarian politics. Their original name, “red and 
expert," was even suppressed in some cases, 
but was revived when peasants resumed 
power over them during the Cultural Revolu- 
tion. Another feature from the Great Leap 
Forward educational pattern is often re- 
called by technical universities and middle 
schools. It is the internal organization of the 
schools which gives the responsibility for 
instruction collectively to teachers, students 
and technical personnel organized in special- 
ized units, instead of entrusting it to 
teaching-research groups (chiao-yen-shih) 
exclusively composed of teachers. Some 
farm-study schools established in 1964 or 
1965 under the local supervision of Party, 
militia and peasants are praised as saving 
money and fitting exactly the needs of local 
communities, who report that they are trans- 
forming or opening other schools along the 
same lines. It is worth noticing that all these 
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models are advocated both on economic and 
political grounds, and that they all represent 
attempts to get rid of rigid systems. Except 
the farm-study schools—although even some 
of them claim to be the outcome of Chair- 
man Mao’s directives—they all go back to 
times when Mao’s revolutionary line was 
supposed to be overwhelmingly victorious. 
They stand as paragons of the mass line in 
education. 

Rather than describing how the few 
schools for which we have extensive data 
have carried out the Cultural Revolution, it 
seems better for the purpose of this discus- 
sion to pass over the details of the power 
struggle inside the various institutions and 
point out only, from a wider number of 
sources, the general features of the educa- 
tional achievement of the Cultural Revolu- 
tion. 

In the administrative reorganization of 
the schools, no effort has been spared to do 
away with any independent staff specializing 
in educational management, and to reduce as 
far as possible the number of full-time 
teachers. A Lanchow middle school, for 
example, had 59 teachers before the Cultural 
Revolution; 24 have been retained part-time; 
among the new teaching staff, made up by 
adding soldiers, workers and peasants, only 
four teach full-time, all of them veteran 
workers. Where no such radical solution 
could be applied, in order to prevent the 
remaining full-time teachers from forming 
any kind of bureaucratic organization or 
specialized group, they are blended with 
other elements, namely workers, peasants 
and soldiers who keep a foot in another 
reality outside the school walls. The school 
Party branch is scarcely mentioned. In one 
case, it was put under the leadership of the 
Party organization of the factory which 
managed the school. In another, members of 
the workers’ propaganda team have entered 
the school Party organization. Large schools 
set up a revolutionary committee in which 
people from outside participate in a variable 
ratio. In cases where the school is run by 
a given community—factory, commune, 
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neighbourhood—some of those outside mem- 
bers belong to the community revolutionary 
committee concerned, which leads the 
school revolutionary committee. If the 
school is under the joint management of 
several communities, there might be above 
the school revolutionary committee, a lead- 
ing body composed of representatives of the 
school and of the various organizations in- 
volved. As to very large institutions, such as 
universities, it is not yet clear how they are 
to be managed above the level of their own 
revolutionary committee. Small schools 
usually do not have a revolutionary com- 
mittee but are managed by given commu- 
nities, Sometimes they are directly under the 
community revolutionary committee con- 
cerned, which can appoint some of its 
members to deal with daily school problems, 
even to form an educational leading group 
from people inside and outside the school, 
while retaining supreme control. Sometimes 
people from the school staff are elected to 
join the community revolutionary com- 
mittee. Sometimes the community appoints 
an educational revolutionary committee or 
leading group which is responsible for school 
matters. It is composed of a majority of 
people who keep their regular job in the 
community, and a few teachers and stu- 
dents. 

Those steps break through a rigid concept 
of division of work, and put forward a new 
praxis for the management of state affairs— 
the necessity of an Education Ministry has 
even been questioned. Bureaucracy is re- 
placed by something called the “leading 
group" (ling-tao pan-tzu). Lin Piao is men- 
tioned as the father of the notion, with the 
following quotation: “The leading group is 
very important because it stands for political 
power.” The leading group is composed of a 
diversified personnel whose members are 
noted for their own dynamism and the trust 
put in them by others. It is still too early to 
know if and how the body is to be renewed. 
The important and new point at the moment 
is the idea of general initiative, responsibility 
and concern. Previously, initiative, responsi- 
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bility and concern were in fact rather the 
monopoly of Party members; now they are 
entrusted and put forward as a duty to other 
people also. The change may mean a great 
deal for the countryside, where Party mem- 
bers were relatively scarce at the grass-root 
level. 5 

The leading group as a general concept 
should be distinguished from specific appli- 
cations such as the leading groups for the 
educational revolution—moreover the latter 
are usually called hsiao-tsu and not pan-tzu. 
Where soldiers, workers or peasants are 
stationed in the schools, they are included in 
the notion of “leading group,” together with 
the school revolutionary committee or the 
educational revolution leading group, though 
only some of these people may be members 
of such formal organs; so are the factory, 
neighbourhood or brigade revolutionary 
committees. Soldiers are supposed to leave 
the schools as soon as the proletarian dicta- 
torship has been firmly established, but 
worker and peasant control will stay perma- 
nently. Even if in the city schools those who 
came in as propaganda teams were, during 
the first months, entirely absorbed in school 
matters, the trend is that all should keep at 
least part of their former occupation. The 
district and provincial education bureaux 
turn up again—they are necessary as relays 
between state and local levels to co-ordinate, 
harmonize and distribute subsidies; but the 
strengthening of the leading group in each 
basic unit gives a real chance fora new type 
of administration to emerge. 

As far as the enrolment of students is 
concerned, there is no doubt that many chil- 
dren from poor families in rural areas have 
now been given the opportunity to receive 
some education. All kinds of arrangements 
are provided by the brigades: itinerant 
teachers, part-time schooling, new schools, 
abolition or reduction of tuition fees and no 
age limit. In some places the children can 
take to school their baby sisters or brothers 
and even the cows. A system of recommen- 
dation is widely applied for admission to 
middle schools, the size of which has often 


increased. Moreover, some rural schools take 
in educated youth for short-term training on 
special subjects. It seems that many of the 
city primary school graduates, who were 
unable to enter middle school, have been 
sent to the countryside. The same applies to 
middle school graduates. In July 1968 and 
July 1969, numerous articles praised those 
young people who left the cities to settle in 
villages. Once in the countryside, it seems 
that in some places these youths still get 
some kind of formal instruction. When they 
left, they knew they were going for several 
years; now the stress is on “being a peasant 
one's life long"; but it may well be that after 
a two- or three-year stay some of them will 
be selected for admission to the universities. 
As university courses are definitely going to 
be shortened to two or three years, and 
enrolment increased, there will probably be 
no fewer university graduates in 1972 than if 
college students had been regularly enrolled 
and had accomplished the five- or six-year 
course since 1966. As to the quality of the 
future graduates, it is worth pointing out 
that the long full-time course system has not 
given such outstanding results either in 
China or in other countries that the new 
system may not give better ones. 

Anyway, the standards of "scholarly 
achievements" are altered as exemplified in 
the contents of the curriculum. Mao Tse- 
tungs thought is put first, which can 
account for both the diversity and common 
trends of the programmes set up by individ- 
ual schools. Furthermore, there are interpre- 
tations according to the spirit and interpreta- 
tions according to the letter, with more or 
less emphasis on the exclusive use of Mao's 
writings as the textbook. In some places, 
characters are learned in the Quotations; 
language courses are taught on the basis of 
the Three Well-known Essays; each chapter, 
each paragraph of a mathematics course is 
introduced by an excerpt from Mao. Else- 
where, though Mao's writings are always the 
basic material of instruction, the balance is 
different. Political education is sought 
through regular meetings for criticizing and 
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repudiating the revisionist line. Workers and 
poor peasants are invited to give lectures on 
class struggle. The general knowledge courses 
are linked to class struggle and production 
struggle. In arithmetic, the questions deal 
with exploitation in the old times and the 
yield of the fields. Fundamentals of physics 
and chemistry are taught on the basis of the 
experience of pupils with machines or fertil- 
izers. They first learn the “how” by using 
the implements, then the “why” through 
lectures by their teacher. Students receive 
regular military training both in drill and 
discipline, from the PLA and the militia. 
Manual labour, with emphasis on agricultural 
work, is integrated into the curriculum. In 
rural schools and some factory schools, these 
activities are often run in order to reap a 
profit. But warnings are uttered against the 
danger of an excessively utilitarian and 
mechanistic conception: to do manual work 
does not teach industry; students must not 
be used as additional unqualified man- 
power. Some schools organize manual labour 
in a very enlightened way, both to help the 
students in mastering skills and knowledge, 
and to give them social experience and 
political consciousness by participating in 
collective tasks together with ordinary 
workers. 

However, whatever may be the goodwill 
and conviction of workers, teachers and 
students, the regulation of manual labour 
depends much on material conditions. In 
many rural schools, the schedule is equally 
divided between manual labour and formal 
teaching. Some theoretical knowledge is 
taught, it is true, while working, and labour 
is intended to keep up the revolutionary 
spirit of the youth, but its high ratio is an 
economic necessity to support the school 
and enable poor children to attend it. At the 
other end of the scale, the low ratio—often a 
half-day a week—of manual labour in large 
city schools does not inevitably mean a lack 
of proletarian faith. First, these institutions 
can afford it: their financial situation and 
that of their pupils is not so difficult. 
Second, the very organization of urban econ- 
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omy compels these schools to reduce the 
proportion of manual labour: for the time 
being, Peking factories cannot accommodate 
all the city pupils and students half-time. 
Even when conditions are at their best—for 
instance, if the school 15 а dependency of the 
factory—equal division between labour and 
classes does not seem the ideal. Let us take 
the case of the Lanchow foundry middle 
school. It resumed courses with three days 
work and three days classes a week. After a 
period of experiment, the class-time has 
increased to four days, including 24 periods 
of class among which 12 are devoted to Mao 
Tse-tung’s thought, four to fundamentals in 
industrial work, four to revolutionary litera- 
ture and art, two to military and physical 
culture, two to flexible studies. 

Rural schools insist that they compile 
their teaching material themselves according 
to local needs. There is evidence, however, 
that this task is also carried on by commis- 
sions which act for a larger area. 

Teaching “by enlightenment” is con- 
sidered to be true revolutionary pedagogy, 
but it is acknowledged that, at least in the 
primary school when pupils do not know 
anything, teaching “by infusion” is neces- 
sary. Some schools hold examinations—not 
“trapping” ones: the questions are given 
beforehand—others do not. There is no 
attempt to stuff the brain as during the 
Great Leap Forward, when for the sake of 
revolution the language students had to learn 
the dictionary by heart; on the contrary, the 
key phrase is “little but well.” Nevertheless, 
educators would like to see precisely defined 
the political, cultural and scientific level to 
be reached by their students. 

Education does not stop at the school 
door. Strenuous efforts are made to promote 
extra-mural activities. For instance, Mao Tse- 
tung’s thought study-classes are run outside 
the schools, involving neighbours and 
parents as well as pre-school age children. 
Educational reform as it evolves from the 
Cultural Revolution shows deep concern 
about family education as an extension of 
school education. It is very far from the 
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Great Leap Forward tendency to draw chil- 
dren away from their families. Actually, 
parents and the heads of families have 
repeatedly been called upon to help in edu- 
cating the children. Regard for the family is 
also emphasized by keeping country people 
in their village for education and work, or by 
sending teachers back to their native brigade. 

This cannot be called a “rehabilitation,” 
for no special values are attached to the 
family. As happens to many concrete real- 
ities which, at least in its practice, the Great 
Leap Forward wrongly ignored because they 
did not fit in well with its ideals, the family 
is now looked upon as an objective factor, 
like cold in winter or heat in summer, and an 
attempt is made to make the most of it. 
Cold and heat are not good or bad, they 
merely exist and human activities must 
adapt to them and in the long run they may 
transform them to a certain extent. The 
same logic may explain the paradoxical atti- 
tude of the Cultural Revolution towards the 
individual: fighting the "self," but extolling 
personal creativity, daring, awareness, con- 
sciousness. It is a fact that men are born as 
separate beings, different in character and 
abilities. Fighting "self" is designed to pre- 
vent, as in the “bourgeois conception,” 
those differences being exalted to absolute 
values which must be asserted and protected 
at all costs. But it is recognized that a social 
ideal can work only if understood and 
applied by each of the individuals who com- 
pose the society. Hence the reaction against 
education as a coercive uniform mould, and 
the emphasis on bringing into play personal 
activity and consciousness. 

The carrying out of educational reform is 
certainly not an easy task. There are numer- 
ous complaints that such sayings as "to 
study is of no use" and “to teach is danger- 
ous? are widespread. Students are insolent 
and undisciplined in the class-room, they 
stay away from school as they please; they 
refuse to study because they do not want to 
become “re-education targets"; sometimes, 
parents themselves take them out of school 
for the same reason or because they think 


that the schools do not teach anything. The 
teachers’ ranks have been so well “purified” 
that some schools are very short staffed. The 
remaining teachers are so much afraid of 
being accused by the students that they dare 
not enforce any kind of discipline; in order 
to keep safe, they mumble some excerpt 
from Mao Tse-tung’s works all day long. 
They beg to be given another job. They 
think that if they are to be paid with work 
points, they would earn more by doing 
manual work full-time. Nobody wants to 
become a teacher. Peasants in charge of 
schools merely sweep the ground and mend 
the chairs. Factories get rid of sick workers 
and unsuccessful apprentices by sending 
them on the propaganda teams in the 
schools. Clashes of authority arise from the 
fact that the factory supposed to be running 
the school is not the one to send the 
workers’ propaganda team. Feuds divide the 
students, the teachers, the workers and the 
army propaganda teams. There is no need to 
describe further academic entanglements, for 
which other countries are as gifted as China. 

These difficulties are overcome step by 
step. A universally advocated remedy is to 
continue the “big criticism” of the revi- 
sionist line, which enables people to sift out 
the true from the false. At the same time, 
discipline, intellectual culture, educational 
administration receive due consideration, 
and the economic usefulness of education is 
more heavily stressed. 


To many observers the originality of the 
current educational revolution is question- 
able. It is true that part of the criticism 
recently voiced was brought forward in 1964 
and 1965, though not so harshly and radi- 
cally. Pedagogy “by enlightenment,” exami- 
nations with open books, “little but well,” 
living study and living use of Mao Tse-tung’s 
thought, opening the schools to workers’, 
poor and lower-middle peasants’ children, 
shortening the courses, integrating them 
with practice and manual labour were com- 
monplaces—some of these principles were 
put into operation, but the process was slow, 
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hampered by many psychological obstacles. 
As in other fields, the reform, which was 
sponsored by Chairman Mao, met over- 
flowing verbal compliance and little practical 
support. The Cultural Revolution has not 
entirely removed the obstacles, but it has 
certainly shaken their foundation, thus 
opening the way to a really new education. 
After such a huge shock, even if people are 
not completely remoulded, there are certain 
things which they dare not do any more. It 
is only through revolution that the intended 
reform could be achieved. The Cultural 
Revolution type of education resumes the 
mass line of the Yenan period and of the 
Great Leap Forward. Even without going 
back to the Report of an Investigation into 
the Peasant Movement in Hunan, the empha- 
sis on min-pan (run by the people) is a 
feature from the years 1943—45. When criti- 
cism of current education was developed in 
1944, transfer of authority from profes- 
sional educators, decentralization, integra- 
tion of education with the social and eco- 
nomic life of the village had been 
implemented to cope with the failings of a 
too elitist system. Such have also been the 
trends in 1957—59. However, despite com- 
mon goals and methods, the present situa- 
tion is different. Realism has been learnt 
from past experiments. Never had the ques- 
tion of power over education been so 
thoroughly clarified. Furthermore, the aver- 
age cultural level of the country is consider- 
ably higher than in 1958, not to speak of 
1944, which accounts for a wider awareness 
of a broader range of problems, and for less 
Shortage of spare teachers. This means that 
although enlightened statesmen draw up the 
educational directives, the official statement 
that it is primarily the workers and poor 
peasants who are behind the reforms may, 
this time, not become a fiction. Thus, 
instead of the dualistic system into which 
previous attempts degenerated, an education 
could emerge which gives equal rank to 
everyone by cultivating “labourers with 
socialist consciousness and culture." 

The priority given to ideology is not a 
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priority to pure abstract theory. On the 
other hand, economic necessity has doubt- 
less prompted a number of criticisms, 
proposals and measures in the educational 
field, though educational reform as a whole 
cannot merely be considered as a solution of 
budget difficulties. The reform meets con- 
crete political ideals. Those ideals could be 
summed up through a quotation from a 
Liberation Army fighter, as the need to 
create revolutionary public opinion: 


...We must create revolutionary public 
opinion in a big way ... To create revolu- 
tionary public opinion in a big way means 
spreading vigorously Marxism-Leninism and 
Mao Tse-tung’s thought. . . . 

The course of the struggle in the Great 
Proletarian Cultural Revolution has shown 
us that once Chairman Mao's latest instruc- 
tions and the various combat orders issued 
by the proletarian headquarters with Chair- 
man Mao as its leader and Vice-Chairman 
Lin as its deputy are brought to the notice 
of the proletarian revolutionaries and the 
broad revolutionary masses, and translated 
into their conscious action, they will yield 
inexhaustible strength that carries all before 
it.... Don't entertain the thought that to 
create public opinion is something intangi- 
ble, and we can do with or without it, while 
production is something solid and it will do 
to grasp production alone. Actually this is 
not so. Theory is not anything intangible, 
because spirit can be translated into matter. 
If “solid” things are not led by “theory,” 
they also cannot be well grasped, and would 
go astray in the direction of capitalism. The 
more we are strained in production, the 
greater is the need to create revolutionary 
public opinion in a big way and to surmount 
all kinds of difficulties with revolutionary 
drive, 


The struggle for production can be suc- 
cessful only in a real political society, where 
the majority of people are concerned and are 
able to understand and even share in deci- 
sions related to the collective life. The 
advent of such a political society requires 
the suppression of the elite which monopo- 
lized state power, giving the illusion of the 
existence of a political society but actually 
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usurping the rights and also the duties of the 
people below. To eradicate the roots of any 
established elite, the youth must be trained 
to be versatile, responsive to concrete chal- 
lenge and unconceited. That does not pre- 
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In 1958, the English sociologist Michael 
Young wrote a fable, The Rise of the 
Meritocracy.! Yt purports to be a “manu- 
script,” written in the year 2033, which 
breaks off inconclusively for reasons the 
“narrator” failed to comprehend. The theme 
is the transformation of English society, by 
the turn of the twenty-first century, owing 
to the victory of the principle of achieve- 
ment over that of ascription (i.e. the gaining 
of place by assignment or inheritance). For 
centuries, the elite positions in the society 
had been held by the children of the nobility 
on the hereditary principle of succession. 
But in the nature of modern society, “the 
rate of social progress depend[ed] on the 
degree to which power is matched with intel- 
ligence.” Britain could no longer afford a 
ruling class without the necessary technical 
skills. Through the successive school-reform 
acts, the principle of merit slowly became 
established. Each man had his place in the 
society on the basis of #10 and Effort.” By 
1990 or thereabouts, all adults with 105 over 
125 belonged to the meritocracy. 

But with that transformation came an 
unexpected reaction. Previously, talent had 
been distributed throughout the society, and 
each class or social group had its own natural 
leaders. Now all men of talent were raised 
into a common elite, and those below had 
no excuses for their failures; they bore the 
stigma of rejection, they were known in- 
feriors. 

By the year 2034 the Populists had 
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vent society from having leaders, but one 
motto of the “leading group” will be 
dynamism: they must “dare” to innovate 
not content themselves with what is already 
established. 


On Meritocracy and Equality 
DANIEL BELL 


revolted. Though the majority of the rebels 
were members of the lower classes, the 
leaders were high-status women, often the 
wives of leading scientists. Relegated during 
the early married years to the household 
because of the need to nurture high-IQ chil- 
dren, the activist women had demanded 
equality between the sexes, a movement that 
was then generalized into the demand for 
equality for all, and for a classless society. 
Life was not to be ruled by “а mathematical 
measure” but each person would develop his 
own diverse capacities for leading his own 
life.2 The Populists won. After little more 
than half a century, the Meritocracy had 
come to an end. 

Is this, too, the fate of the post-industrial 
society? The post-industrial society, in its 
initial logic, is a meritocracy. Differential 
status and differential income are based on 
technical skills and higher education. With- 
out those achievements one cannot fulfill 
the requirements of the new social division 
of labor which is a feature of that society. 
‘And there are few high places open without 
those skills. To that extent, the post- 
industrial society differs from society at the 
turn of the twentieth century. The initial 
change, of course, came in the professions. 
Seventy years or so ago, one could still 
“read” law in a lawyer's office and take the 
bar examination without a college degree. 
Today, in medicine, law, accounting, and a 
dozen other professions, one needs a college 
degree and accrediting, through examina- 
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tion, by legally sanctioned committees of 
the profession, before one can practice one’s 
art. For many years, until after World War 
П, business was the chief route open to an 
ambitious and aggressive person who wanted 
to strike out for himself. And the rags-to- 
riches ascent (or, more accurately, clerk-to- 
capitalist, if one follows the career of a 
Rockefeller, Harriman, or Carnegie) required 
drive and ruthlessness rather than education 
and skills. One can still start various kinds of 
small businesses (unusually, now, by fran- 
chise from a larger corporation), but the 
expansion of such enterprises takes vastly 
different skills than in the past. Within the 
corporation, as managerial positions have 
become professionalized, individuals are 
rarely promoted from shop jobs below but 
are chosen from the outside, with a college 
degree as the passport of recognition. Only 
in politics, where position may be achieved 
through the ability to recruit a following, or 
through patronage, is there a relatively open 
ladder without formal credentials. 

Technical skill in the post-industrial 
Society, is what the economists call *human 
capital." An "investment" in four years of 
college, according to initial estimates of 
Gary Becker, yields, over the average work- 
ing life of the male graduate, an annual 
return of about 13 percent Graduation 
from an elite college (or elite law school or 
business school) gives one a further differen- 
tial advantage over graduates from “mass” or 
state schools. Thus, the university, which 
once reflected the status system of the 
society, has now become the arbiter of class 
position. As the gatekeeper, it has gained a 
quasi-monopoly in determining the future 
stratification of the society.* 

Any institution which gains a quasi- 
monopoly power over the fate of individuals 
is likely, in a free society, to be subject to 
quick attack. Thus, it is striking that the 
populist revolt, which Michael Young fore- 
saw several decades hence, has already 
begun, at the very onset of the post- 
industrial society. One sees this in the 
derogation of the IQ and the denunciation 
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of theories espousing a genetic basis of intel- 
ligence; the demand for “open admission” to 
universities on the part of minority groups in 
the large urban centers; the pressure for 
increased numbers of blacks, women and 
specific minority groups, such as Puerto 
Ricans and Chicanos in the faculties of uni- 
versities, by quotas if necessary; and the 
attack on “credentials” and even schooling 
itself as the determinant of a man’s position 
in the society. A post-industrial society 
reshapes the class structure of society by 
creating new technical elites. The populist 
reaction, which has begun in the 1970s, 
raises the demand for greater "equality" as a 
defense against being excluded from that 
society. Thus the issue of meritocracy versus 
equality. 

In the nature of a meritocracy, as it has 
been traditionally conceived, what is central 
to the assessment of a person is the assumed 
relation of achievement to intelligence, and 
of intelligence to its measurement on the 
Intelligence Quotient scale. The first ques- 
tion, therefore, is what determines intelli- 
gence. In the received social science and 
biology opinion, the number of talented 
persons in a society, as measured by IQ, is a 
limited pool; and this is reflected in the 
bell-shaped curve of a normal distribution of 
test scores in a particular age category. By 
the logic of a meritocracy, these high-scoring 
individuals, no matter where they are in the 
society, should be brought to the top in 
order to make the best use of their talents.* 
This is the basis of the liberal theory of 
equality of opportunity and of Jefferson's 
belief in the "natural aristoi" against the 
ascriptive nobility. 

All this makes the question of the rela- 
tion of intelligence to genetic inheritance 
very touchy. Is intelligence largely inherited? 
Can one raise intelligence by nurture? How 
does one separate native ability and drive 
from improvements in skill acquired through 
education? The average IQ of college grad- 
uates is 120, while that of high-school 
graduates is only 107. As Fritz Machlup, the 
Princeton economist, has commented: “The 
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greater earning capacity of college graduates, 
compared with high-school graduates, is, no 
doubt, to a large extent [the figure is about 
40 percent] the result of superior native 
intelligence and greater ambition; it would 
be quite wrong to attribute all of the incre- 
mental earnings to the investment in college 
education." 

The logic of the argument has been 
pushed further by the Harvard psychologist 
Richard Herrnstein. Using data assembled by 
Arthur Jensen of Berkeley—that 80 percent 
of a person's IQ is inherited, while environ- 
mental factors account for only 20 percent— 
Hermnstein then proceeds to extend the 
implication: 


1. If differences in mental abilities are 
inherited, and 

2.if success in society requires those 
abilities, and 

3. if the environment is “equalized,” 

4. then social standing will be based to 
some extent on inherited differences. 


Herrnstein's argument mixes up two 
different situations: the assertion that in 
American society today occupational posi- 
tion is largely a function of IQ, and the 
model of a meritocracy, whose stratification 
system would be determined by IQ. Herrn- 
stein concludes, however, that if all persons 
are given an equal start, and equality of 
opportunity is fully realized, then heredity 
will become the decisive factor, since the 
social environment would be the same for 
all. And he draws a dismal picture of the 
new poor: 


...there will be precipitated out of the mass 
of humanity a low-capacity (intellectual and 
otherwise) residue that may be unable to 
master the common occupations, cannot 
compete for success and achievement and 
are most likely to be born to parents who 
have similarly failed.* 


The relation of genetics to intelligence to 
social-class position involves five different 
kinds of disputed questions. The first is the 
question whether one can ever fix with any 
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exactness the proportions of genetic inheri- 
tance and environment to intelligence. (This 
is possible only if one assumes they are 
causally independent, ie. that biological 
endowment does not influence the environ- 
ment; but this is highly unlikely.) Second is 
the question of what the IQ tests actually 
measure, whether only particular skills or 
some more general and unified underlying 
intelligence. Third is the question whether 
IQ tests are “culture-bound,” including even 
the self-styled “culture-fair” tests which do 
not deal with school-taught knowledge but 
ask the child to deduce relations and cor- 
relates within simple non-representational 
drawings. Fourth, the question whether the 
social class of the parent is more important 
than IQ in determining entry into college or 
occupational position in the society. Finally, 
the crucial question whether these relation- 
ships—between intelligence, social class back- 
ground and other factors—have changed over 
time at all and, to that extent, whether the 
society is becoming more meritocratic.? 

What the parties to these disputes mix up. 
however, are two very different kinds of 
issues. One, whether the society—because of 
either social-class privilege or cultural advan- 
tage (e.g. the selective biases of IQ tests) 
—does or does not provide genuine equality 
of opportunity, or a fair start for all; and 
two, whether a society in which genuine 
equality of opportunity did not prevail, but 
a new form of income and status inequality 
based on merit resulted, would be desirable? 
In other words, is it a more genuine equality 
of opportunity that is wanted, or an equality 
of result? It is the shuttling from one to 
another of these positions that has marked 
the populist argument in recent years and 
created a confusion in the political demands 
raised in its wake. 

Initially, equality of opportunity was the 
main preoccupation. The explicit fear cre- 
ated by a post-industrial society is that 
the failure to get on the educational escala- 
tor means the exclusion from the privileged 
places in society. A meritocratic society is a 
“credentials society" in which certification 
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of achievement—through the college degree, 
the professional examination, the license— 
becomes a condition of higher employment. 
Education thus becomes a defensive neces- 
sity. As Lester Thurow has observed: 


As the supply of educated labor increases, 
individuals find that they must improve their 
educational level simply to defend their cur- 
rent income positions. If they don’t, others 
will, and they will find their current job no 
longer open to them. Education becomes a 
good investment, not because it would raise 
people’s incomes above what they would 
have been if no one had increased his educa- 
tion, but rather because it raises their 
income above what it will be if others 
acquire an education and they do not. In 
effect, education becomes a defensive expen- 
diture necessary to protect one’s "market 
share." The larger the class of educated labor 
and the more rapidly it grows, the more such 
defensive expenditures become impera- 
tive.!? 


The logical outcome of these fears on the 
part of disadvantaged groups is a demand for 
"open admissions" to universities. The 
underlying rationale of the demand has been 
the argument that social class origin of the 
parent was the primary factor skewing selec- 
tion in the occupational system, and that 
open admission to colleges, despite low 
grades, would enable minority groups to 
compete more fairly in the society. To that 
extent, open admissions is no more than the 
historic American principle that everyone 
should have a chance to better himself, no 
matter where he starts. It is also the opti- 
mistic American belief that giving any stu- 
dent more education will do him more good. 
This was the logic behind the land-grant col- 
lege acts; it was the long-standing practice of 
the public universities, outside the East, even 
before World War II.!' 

But for some, the extension of this 
demand has become an attack on the 
meritocratic principle itself. As one propo- 
nent writes: “Аз long as open admissions 
remains limited to a few institutions, it poses 
no threat to the meritocracy. Recruitment 
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into the elite will be based not on whether 
one went to college, but on where one went 
to college. Universal open admissions, 
however, would destroy the close articula- 
tion between the meritocracy and the 
system of higher education; further, by the 
very act of abolishing hierarchy in admis- 
sions, it would cast doubt on hierarchy in 
the larger society." !? 

That argument, however, if pushed to its 
logical conclusion, would mean that admis- 
sion to all higher schools in the country, 
from Parsons College to Harvard, should be 
by lot. And the further conclusion, since 
elite schools would still be defined by their 
faculty, would be to make teaching assign- 
ment in the national university system а 
matter of lot as well. 

Open admissions is a means of widening 
equality of opportunity for disadvantaged 
students by broadening access to the univer- 
sity. But there is also the question of place 
in the university structure itself—in the 
faculty, staff, and administration. In their 
comprehensive study of the American occu- 
pational structure, Peter Blau and Otis 
Dudley Duncan have shown that almost all 
the different minority groups have been able 
to achieve commensurate status, power, and 
economic rewards—with the exception of 
women and blacks. Clearly, if there is 
discrimination—on the basis of sex, or color, 
or religion, or any criterion extraneous to 
the stated one of professional qualification— 
there is no genuine equality of opportunity. 
The second effort to widen equality has 
been the effort to expand the number of 
places of minorities in the system. 

In the 1960s, the government declared it 
a matter of public policy that "affirmative 
action" had to be taken to rectify the dis- 
crimination against minorities. The policy of 
affirmative action was first proclaimed by 
President Johnson in an executive order of 
1965. It stated that on all federal projects, 
or in any employment situation that used 
federal money, employers had to prove they 
had sought out qualified applicants from 
disadvantaged groups; had to provide special 
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training where necessary, if qualified appli- 
cants could not be found immediately; and 
had to hire preferentially from among 
minority groups when their qualifications 
were roughly equal to those of other appli- 
cants. This program, combined with others 
such as Head Start and compensatory educa- 
tion programs, was designed to redress a 
historic cultural disadvantage and, quite 
deliberately, to give minority-group mem- 
bers, especially blacks, an edge in the compe- 
tition for place. 

In the first years of the government 
affirmative-action program, the efforts were 
directed primarily within the skilled trades— 
especially the building trades, where there 
had been a deliberate policy of racial exclu- 
sion. In the early 1970s, the Nixon admin- 
istration, acting through the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW), 
extended the program to universities, and 
each school with federal contracts was asked 
to provide data on the number of minority 
persons in each position, academic and non- 
academic, and to set specific goals for 
increasing the number of minority-group 
persons in each classification. As Edward 
Shils summarized the order: 


Universities were informed that for each 
category of employee in the university it 
would be necessary to specify rates of 
remuneration and number in each category 
by “racial breakdown, i.e. Negro, Oriental, 
American Indian, Spanish-surnamed Ameri- 
cans. .. .” This had to be accompanied by an 
“Affirmative Action Program which specifi- 
cally and succinctly identif[ies] problem 
areas by division, department location and 
job classification, and includes more specific 
recommendations and plans for overcoming 
them." The "Affirmative Action Program" 
must “include specific goals and objectives 
by division, department and job classifica- 
tion, including target completion dates on 
both long and short ranges as the particular 
case may indicate. Analytical provision 
should be made for evaluating recruitment 
methods and sources; the total number of 
candidates interviewed, job offers made, the 
numbers hired with the number of minority 
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group persons interviewed, made job offers 
and hired." . . 3 


The initial intention of the Executive 
Order was to eliminate discrimination. But 
discrimination is difficult to prove, espe- 
cially when the qualifications required for a 
job are highly specific. And the govern- 
ment's test became: Are the members of the 
minority groups to be found in employment, 
at every level, in numbers equal to their 
proportion in the population? Or, if women 
earned 30 percent of the Ph.D.s, are 30 
percent of the faculty women? What this 
meant, in theory, was to set “target” figures 
for women and blacks. In practice, this has 
meant, quotas, or priorities in hiring, for 
persons from these groups. 

What is extraordinary about this change is 
that, without public debate, an entirely new 
principle of rights has been introduced into 
the polity. In the nature of the practice, the 
principle has changed from discrimination to 
representation. Women, blacks, and Chi- 
canos are to be employed, as a matter of 
right, in proportion to their number, and the 
principle of professional qualification or 
individual achievement is subordinated to 
the new ascriptive principle of corporate 
identity.” 

The implications of this new principle are 
far-reaching. One can, “logically,” insist on 
quotas where the skill is homogeneous, 
where one person can readily substitute for 
another. But by focusing on group identity 
rather than the person, by making the 
mechanical equation of number of women 
Ph.D.s to number of positions they should 
hold, the government assumes that “edu- 
cated labor" is *homogeneous"—that indi- 
vidual talent or achievement is less impor- 
tant than the possession of the credential. 
This may be true in many occupations, but 
not in university teaching and research, 
where individual merit is the singular test. 
Putting someone in a tenure position, which 
is capitalized at three-quarters of a million 
dollars, is very different from hiring a black 
rather than a white plumber; simply having 
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the degree is not necessarily the qualification 
for the high position. 

Furthermore, quotas and preferential 
hiring mean that standards are bent or 
broken. The inescapable assumption of the 
ascriptive criterion as regards tenured univer- 
sity positions is that minority persons are 
less qualified and could not compete with 
others, even if given a sufficient margin. 
What effect does this have on the self-esteem 
of a person hired on “second-class” grounds? 
And what effect does it have on the quality 
of a university, its teaching and research and 
morale, if its faculties are filled on the basis 
of quotas? 

But quotas themselves are no simple 
matter. If "representation" is to be the crite- 
tion of position, then what is the logic of 
extending the principle only to women, 
blacks, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, American 
Indians, Filipinos, Chinese, and Japanese— 
which are the categories in the HEW guide- 
line? Why not to Irish, Italians, Poles, and 
other ethnic groups? And if representation is 
the criterion, what is the base of representa- 
tion? At one California state college, as John 
Bunzel reports, the Mexican-Americans 
asked that 20 percent of the total work 
force be Chicanos, because the surrounding 
community is 20 percent Mexican-American. 
The black students rejected this argument 
and said that the proper base should be the 
state of California, which would provide a 
different mix of blacks and Chicanos. Would 
the University of Mississippi be expected to 
hire 37 percent black faculty because that 
is the proportion of blacks in the popula- 
tion of Mississippi? And would the number 
of Jews in most faculties of the country 
be reduced because the Jews are clearly 
over-represented in proportion to their 
number? 

And if ethnic and minority tests, why not 
religious or political beliefs as the criteria of 
balanced representation? Governor Reagan 
of California has said that conservatives are 
highly underrepresented in the faculties of 
the state universities, a fact evident when the 
political coloration of those faculties is com- 
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pared with voting results in California; 
should conservatives therefore be given 
preference in hiring? And should particular 
communities be asked to support the teach- 
ing of certain subjects (or the presence of 
certain books in school libraries) which are 
repugnant to the beliefs of that commu- 
nity?—a question first raised in the Virginia 
House of Burgesses in 1779 and a principle 
restated by the Tennessee legislature in the 
1920s in barring the teaching of evolution in 
that Fundamentalist state. 

The historic irony in the demand for 
representation on the basis of an ascriptive 
principle is its complete reversal of radical 
and humanist values. The liberal and radical 
attack on discrimination was based on its 
denial of a justly earned place to a person on 
the basis of an unjust group attribute. That 
person was not judged as an individual, but 
was judged—and excluded—because he was a 
member of a particular group. But now it is 
being demanded that one must have a place 
primarily because one possesses a particular 
group attribute. The person himself has dis- 
appeared. Only attributes remain. The 
further irony is that according to the radical 
critique of contemporary society, an indi- 
vidual is treated not as a person but as a 
multiple of roles that divide and fragment 
him and reduce him to a single dominant 
attribute of the major role or function he or 
she plays in society. Yet in the reversal of 
principle we now find that a person is to be 
given preference by virtue of a role, his 
group membership, and the person is once 
again “reduced” to a single overriding attri- 
bute as the prerequisite for a place in the 
society. That is the logic of the demand for 
quotas. 


DE-SCHOOLING 


From a different direction there has come 
another attack on the idea of meritocracy: 
the argument that all schooling is being 
subordinated to the demands of technocratic 
thinking and that the school is assuming a 
disproportionate influence in the society. 
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The argument is made most sharply by Ivan 
Illich: 

The hidden curriculum teaches all children 
that economically valuable knowledge is the 
result of professional teaching and that 
social entitlements depend on the rank 
achieved in a bureaucratic process. The 
hidden curriculum transforms the explicit 
curriculum into a commodity and makes its 
acquisition the securest form of wealth. 
Knowledge certificates—unlike property 
rights, corporate stock or family inheri- 
tance—are free from challenge . . . school is 
universally accepted as the avenue to greater 
power, to increased legitimacy as a producer, 
and to further learning resources. 

For Illich—whose mysterious role as both 
Catholic heresiarch and prowler in the cor- 
ridors of power has made him a figure of 
cultural curiosity! —there is a distinction 
between schooling and education. Schooling 
is an instrument that enables a person to 
accumulate a "knowledge stock," just as 
business once allowed individuals to accumu- 
late a "capital stock."!" Education is the 
“free determination by each learner of his 
own reason for living and learning—the part 
that his knowledge is to play in his life.” 
Since schooling has become completely 
instrumental, and a barrier to education, one 
must eliminate schools and create a process 
whereby each person can pursue the educa- 
tion he wants and needs. 

For Illich, schooling creates a new hier- 
archy in which the hierophants of knowl- 
edge maintain their position by arcane and 
technical knowledge that is closed off from 
the rest of society./? “Effective access" to 
education requires “а radical denial of the 
right of facts and complexity of tools on 
which contemporary technocracies found 
their privilege, which they, in turn, render 
immune by interpreting its use as a service to 
the majority.” 

In place of institutions—which only 
develop vested interests to maintain the 
privileges of its administrators—Illich would 
substitute “learning webs” made up of skill- 
exchanges, peer-matching and Educators- 
at-Large, intellectual sadhus ог gurus, 
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wandering scholars, available at call. There 
would be no compulsory attendance, no 
credentials, just education pour le gout in 
the street bazaars of learning.'? And all of it 
financed by the tax money hitherto spent on 
the schools. 

The distinction between education and 
schooling is a relevant one. At one time, the 
two were joined. We then lived, as James 
Coleman has put it, in an "information- 
poor" society." The degree of direct ex- 
perience on a farm or in the small town 
may have been large, but the range of vicari- 
ous experience—the acquaintance with the 
world of art, or cultures or politics outside 
the immediate region—was limited to books 
and school. School was the central organizer 
of experience and the codifier of values. 
Today the situation has changed епог- 
mously. Whether the amount of direct 
experience of the child has shrunk is moot; 
it is perhaps romantic fallacy to believe that 
the child today, with the increased mobility 
of travel and the variety of urban stimuli 
available to him, has fewer direct experi- 
ences than before. But the range of vicarious 
experience, with the spread of communica- 
tion and the wider windows onto the world 
offered by television, diverse magazines, 
picture books and the like, has broadened 
enormously. Education takes place outside 
the school, in the multifarious influence of 
media and peer group, while schools, 
because of their gatekeeper roles, have 
become more vocational and specialized. 

The question, however, is whether this 
changed relationship requires е de- 
schooling of society or a very different con- 
ception of education and schooling. Illich is 
a romantic Rousseauian. His picture is drawn 
from Emile, and has the same farrago of 
thetoric, the emphasis on the “authenticity 
of being"—those cant words of modernity 
which can never be defined. There is the 
same idea that a person should not obey 
social convention but “make up his mind for 
himself,” as if there are hundreds of millions 
of independent truths rather than multiple 
subgroups of socially circumscribed conven- 
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ticles of thought. There is the same anti- 
intellectualism which regards experience 
alone as truth, rather than disciplined study. 
There is even the same manipulation by the 
master—the “noble lie” which Illich sells, in 
order to destroy institutions—to recreate the 
“state of nature” in order to align desires 
and powers. But in the end, as in Emile, the 
search is not for knowledge, or an education, 
but for an identity, the identity of lost inno- 
cence, the identity of the naif.” 

The difficulty with the exoteric argument 
of Illich—as with so much of modernism—is 
that it confuses experience, in all its diversi- 
ties, with knowledge. Experience has to be 
made conscious, and this is done, as Dewey 
remarked, “by means of that fusion of old 
meanings and new situations that trans- 
figures both.”?? Knowledge is the selec- 
tive ordering—and reordering—of experience 
through relevant concepts. Reality is not a 
bounded world, *out there," to be im- 
printed on the mind as from a mirror, or a 
flux of experience to be sampled for its 
novelties according to one's inclination (or 
its relevance for “me”), but a set of mean- 
ings organized by mind, in terms of cate- 
gories, which establishes the relations be- 
tween facts and infers conclusions. 

Nor need there be, in principle, a contra- 
diction between a cognitive and an aesthetic 
mode in which, as alleged, the technocratic 
orientation is concerned only with the func- 
tional and the adversary culture with 
sensibility-much as this may be true in 
sociological fact. In the very nature of 
knowledge, as Dewey observed, there has to 
be an interplay of the two: The cognitive 
makes the variety of experience more intel- 
ligible by its reduction to conceptual form; 
the aesthetic makes experience more vivid 
by its presentation in an expressive mode. 
The two reinforce each other in a singular 
way. 

What has to be common to both is a 
reliance on judgment—the making of neces- 
sary distinctions and the creation of stan- 
dards which allow one to sort out the 
meretricious from the good, the pretentious 
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from the enduring. Knowledge is a product 
of the self-conscious and renewable compari- 
son and judging of cultural objects and ideas 
in order to say that something is better than 
something else (or more complex, or more 
beautiful, or whatever the standard one 
seeks to apply), and that something is truer. 
Inevitably, therefore, knowledge is a form of 
authority, and education is the process of 
refining the nature of authoritative judg- 
ments. This is the classic, and enduring, 
rationale of education. 

But to this is added a special burden of 
the postindustrial society. One need not 
defend the technocratic dimensions of 
education-its emphasis on vocationalism 
and specialization—to argue that schooling 
becomes more necessary than ever before. 
By the very fact that there are now many 
more differentiated ways in which people 
gain information and have experiences, there 
isaneed fortheself-consciousunderstanding of 
the processes of conceptualization as the 
means of organizing one’s information in 
order to gain coherent perspectives on one’s 
experience. A conceptual scheme is a set of 
consistent terms which groups together 
diverse attributes of experience or properties 
of an object, in a higher order of abstraction, 
in order to relate them to, or distinguish 
them from, other attributes and properties. 
To see what is common and what is different 
about modes of experience—the theme 1 
raised in the introduction on the need for 
prisms for the comparison of societies—is the 
function of education. And just as the reso- 
lution of an identity crisis for individuals is 
the amalgamation of discordant aspects of 
growing up into a coherent whole, so is 
knowledge an organization of experiences, 
tested against other patterns of experience, 
in order to create consistent standards of 
judgment. 

The function of the university, in these 
circumstances, is to relate to each other the 
modes of conscious inquiry: historical con- 
sciousness, which is the encounter with a 
tradition that can be tested against the 
present; methodological consciousness, 
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which makes explicit the conceptual grounds 
of inquiry and its philosophical presupposi- 
tions; and individual self-consciousness, 
which makes one aware of the sources of 
one's prejudgments and allows one to re- 
create one's values through the disciplined 
study of the society. Education is the 
"reworking" of the materials of the past, 
without ever wholly surrendering its truths 
or bending to its pieties. It is a continuing 
tension, “the tension between past and 
future, mind and sensibility, tradition and 
experience, [which] for all its strains and 
discomforts, is the only source for maintain- 
ing the independence of inquiry itself." It is 
the affirmation of the principle of intellec- 
tual and artistic order through the search for 
relatedness of discordant knowledge. 


THE REDEFINITION OF EQUALITY 


The issues of schooling, of income, of status 
all have become matters of social policy 
because equality has been one of the central 
values of the American polity. But there has 
never been a clear-cut meaning to equality, 
and the earliest form of the idea in the 
seventeenth century was quite different than 
what it assumed in its popular form by the 
third decade of the nineteenth century. 
Those who founded the colonies—in New 
England, at least, beginning with the Pilgrim 
Fathers of the Mayflower Compact—had an 
image of themselves as a "community of 
virtuous men who understood themselves to 
be under sacred restraints.” There was 
equality, but in the Puritan sense of an 
equality of the elect. Among the Constitu- 
tional Fathers, the idea of virtue, and elec- 
tion by ability (if no longer by grace), 
dominated their thinking. A curious blend of 
Roman republican imagery and the Lockean 
thinking—since both emphasized agrarian 
virtues and labor—informed their language. 
The central theme was independence, and 
the conditions whereby a man could be inde- 
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pendent. But in the very use of Lockean 
language there was an implicit commitment 
to a hierarchy—the hierarchy of intellect. 
Since thought was prized, it was assumed 
that some men “thought” better than 
others, were more able, more intelligent— 
and so formed the natural aristocracy. 

The singular changeover was symbolized 
by the “Jacksonian persuasion” (to use 
Marvin Meyers phrase). Thought was 
replaced by sentiment and feeling, and each 
man’s sentiments were held to be as good as 
any others. This is what gives point to the 
striking observations of Tocqueville. The 
opening lines of Tocqueville's Democracy in 
America are: 


No novelty in the United States struck me 
more vividly during my stay than the equal- 
ity of conditions. It was easy to see the 
immense influence of this basic fact on the 
whole course of society. It gives a particular 
turn to public opinion and a particular twist 
to the laws, new maxims to those who 
govern and particular habits to the governed. 


And, reflecting on the power of this new 
principle, Tocqueville concluded: 


Therefore the graduate progress of equality 
is something fated. The main features of this 
progress are the following: it is universal and 
permanent, it is daily passing beyond human 
control, and every event and every man 
helps it along. Is it wise to suppose that a 
movement which has been so long in train 
could be halted by one generation? Does 
anyone imagine that democracy, which has 
destroyed the feudal system and vanquished 
kings, will fall back before the middle classes 
and the rich? Will it stop now, when it has 
grown so strong and its adversaries so 
weak?? 


In nineteenth-century America, however, 
the notion of equality was never sharply 
defined. In its voiced assertions it boiled 
down to the sentiment that each man was as 
good as another and no man was better than 
anyone else. What it meant, in effect, was 
that no one should take on the airs of an 
aristocrat and lord it over other men. To this 
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extent, it was a negative reaction to the 
highly mannered society of Europe, and 
travelers to this country at the time under- 
stood it in those terms. On its positive side, 
equality meant the chance to get ahead, 
regardless of one’s origins—that no formal 
barriers or prescribed positions stood in 
one’s way. It was this combination of 
attributes—the lack of deference and the 
emphasis on personal achievement—which 
gave nineteenth-century America its теуоји- 
tionary appeal, so much so that when the 
German ’48ers came here, including such 
members of Marx’s Socialist Workers Club as 
Kriege and Willich, they abandoned Euro- 
pean socialism and became Republicans 
instead. 

What is at stake today is the redefinition 
of equality. A principle which was the 
weapon for changing a vast social system, 
the principle of equality of opportunity, is 
now seen as leading to a new hierarchy, and 
the current demand is that the “just prece- 
dence" of society, in Locke's phrase, 
requires the reduction of all inequality, or 
the creation of equality of result—in income, 
status, and power—for all men in society. 
This issue is the central value problem of the 
post-industrial society. 

The principle of equality of opportunity 
derives from a fundamental tenet of classic 
liberalism: that the individual—and not the 
family, community, or the state—is the 
singular unit of society, and that the purpose 
of societal arrangements is to allow the indi- 
vidual the freedom to fulfill his own 
purposes—by his labor to gain property, by 
exchange to satisfy his wants, by upward 
mobility to achieve a place commensurate 
with his talents. It was assumed that individ- 
uals will differ—in their natural endowments, 
in their energy, drive, and motivation, in 
their conception of what is desirable—and 
the institutions of society should establish 
procedures for regulating fairly the competi- 
tion and exchanges necessary to fulfill these 
individually diverse desires and competences. 

As a principle, equality of opportunity 
denies the precedence of birth, of nepotism, 
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of patronage or any other criterion which 
allocates place, other than fair competition 
open equaly to talent and ambition. It 
asserts, in the terms of Talcott Parsons, 
universalism over particularism, achievement 
over ascription. It is an ideal derived directly 
from the Enlightenment as codified by Kant, 
the principle of individual merit generalized 
as a categorical imperative. 

The social structure of modern society— 
in its bourgeois form as the universalism of 
money, in its romantic form as the thrust of 
ambition, in its intellectual form as the 
priority of knowledge—is based on this prin- 
ciple. Estate society—that of the eighteenth 
century and earlier-had given honorific 
precedence to land, the army, and the 
church, and only the birthright of inheri- 
tance could provide access to these institu- 
tions. Even where there was nominal mo- 
bility—the institutions of the Red and the 
Black—commissions in the army (as in Eng- 
land up to the middle of the nineteenth 
century) were open only by purchase, and 
benefices in the church available through 
family connection. Modernity meant the up- 
rooting of this stratified order by the princi- 
ple of openness, change, and social mobility. 
The capitalist and the entrepreneur replaced 
the landed gentry, the government adminis- 
trator took power over the army, and the 
intellectual succeeded the priest. And, in 
principle, these new positions were open to 
all men of talent. Thus there occurred a 
complete social revolution: a change in the 
social base of status and power, and a new 
mode of access to place and privilege in the 
society. 

The post-industrial society adds a new 
criterion to the definitions of base and 
access: Technical skill becomes a condition 
of operative power, and higher education the 
means of obtaining technical skill. As a 
result, there has been a shift in the slope of 
power as, in key institutions, technical com- 
petence becomes the overriding considera- 
tion. In industry, family capitalism 5 
replaced by managerial capitalism; in govern- 
ment, patronage is replaced by civil service 
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and bureaucratization; in the universities, 
the exclusiveness of the old social elites, 
particularly WASP domination of the Ivy 
League colleges, breaks up with the inclusion 
of ethnic groups, particularly the Jews. 
Increasingly, the newer professional occupa- 
tions, particularly engineering and есо- 
nomics, become central to the technical 
decisions of the society. The post-industrial 
society, in this dimension of status and 
power, is the logical extension of the 
meritocracy; it is the codification of a new 
social order based, in principle, on the 
priority of educated talent. 

In social fact, the meritocracy is thus the 
displacement of one principle of stratifica- 
tion by another, of achievement for ascrip- 
tion. In the past—and this was the pro- 
gressive meaning of liberalism—this new 
principle was considered just. Men were to 
be judged—and rewarded—not by attributes 
of birth or primordial ties but on individual 
merit. Today that principle is held to be the 
new source of inequality and of social—if 
not psychological—injustice. 


THE CASE AGAINST MERITOCRACY 


The sociological and philosophical objec- 
tions to the meritocracy are of a contradic- 
tory and overlapping nature: 

1. Genetics and intelligence: If one as- 
sumes that a meritocracy is purely a selec- 
tion by intelligence, and that intelligence is 
based on inherited genetic differences, then 
one obtains privilege on the basis of a 
genetic lottery, and this is an arbitrary basis 
for social justice. 

2. Social class: There can never be a pure 
meritocracy because, invariably, high-status 
parents will seek to pass on their positions 
either through the use of influence or simply 
by the cultural advantages their children 
would possess. Thus, after one generation a 
meritocracy simply becomes an enclaved 
class. 

3. The role of chance: There is consider- 
able social mobility in the United States, but 
it is less related to schooling or ability or 
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even to family background than to intangi- 
ble and random factors such as luck and 
competence in the particular job one falls 
into. Christopher Jencks and his associates, 
in a review of the effect of family and 
schooling on mobility, conclude: 


Poverty is not primarily hereditary. While 
children born into poverty have a higher 
than average chance of ending up poor, there 
is still an enormous amount of economic 
mobility from one generation to the next. 
There is nearly as much economic inequality 
among brothers raised in the same homes as 
in the general population. . . . 

...there is almost as much economic 
inequality among those who score high on 
standardized tests as in the general popula- 
tion. Equalizing everyone's reading scores 
would not appreciably reduce the number of 
economic “failures.” ... 

Our work suggests, then, that many 
popular explanations of economic inequality 
are largely wrong. We cannot blame eco- 
nomic inequality primarily on genetic differ- 
ences in men's capacity for abstract 
reasoning, since there is nearly as much 
economic inequality among men with equal 
test scores as among men in general. We 
cannot blame economic inequality primarily 
on the fact that parents pass along their 
disadvantages to their children, since there is 
nearly as much inequality among men whose 
parents hold the same economic status as 
among men in general We cannot blame 
economic inequality on differences between 
schools, since differences between schools 
seem to have very little effect on any mea- 
surable attribute on those who attended 
them. Economic success seems to depend on 
varieties of luck and on-the-job competence 
that are only moderately related to family 
background, schooling or scores on stan- 
dardized tests.” 


Thus, a situation of inequality exists 
which is justified on the basis of achieve- 
ment or meritocracy but does not actually 
derive from them, so that the rewards of 
mobility, or, at least, the degrees of 
inequality in reward, are not justified. 

4. The principle-or illusion-that a 
meritocracy instills a competitive feeling 
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into society which is damaging to those who 
succeed and even more so to those who fail. 
Аз Jerome Karabel writes: “А meritocracy is 
more competitive than an overtly-based 
class society, and this unrelenting competi- 
tion exacts a toll both from the losers, 
whose self-esteem is damaged, and from the 
winners, who may be more self-righteous 
about their elite status than is a more tradi- 
tional ruling group. Apart from increased 
efficiency, it is doubtful whether a freneti- 
cally competitive inegalitarian society is 
much of an improvement over an ascriptive 
society which, at least, does not compel its 
poor people to internalize their failure.” 

5. The principle of equality of opportu- 
nity, even if fully realized on the basis of 
talent, simply re-creates inequality anew in 
each generation, and thus becomes a con- 
servative force in society." In its most 
vulgar form, this is the argument that 
equality of opportunity has been the means 
of some (e.g. the Jews) to get "theirs" in 
society, and deny latecomers (e.g. blacks) a 
fair share of the spoils. This is the argument 
used in New York City, for example, where 
it is charged that in the school system Jews 
“used” the merit system to dispossess the 
Catholics, who had risen through patronage, 
but that the merit system was now a means 
of keeping out blacks from high place in the 
system. In its pristine form, this argument 
states that social justice should mean not 
equality at the start of a race, but at the 
finish, equality not of opportunity but of 
result. 

This change in social temper—the distrust 
of meritocracy—occurred principally in the 
last decade. The Kennedy and Johnson 
administrations, as a double consequence of 
the civil-rights revolution and the emphasis 
on higher education as a gateway to better 
place in the society, had made equality the 
central theme of social policy. The focus, 
however, was almost completely on widen- 
ing equality of opportunity, principally 
through the schools: on compensatory 
education, Head Start programs, manpower 
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training to improve skills, school integration, 
bussing ghetto children to suburban schools, 
open admissions, and the like. It was clear 
that black and poor children were culturally 
disadvantaged, and these handicaps had to 
be eliminated. It was felt that these pro- 
grams would do so. In justifying them, the 
image that. President Johnson used, in 
proclaiming the policy of affirmative action, 
was that of a shackled runner: 


Imagine a hundred yard dash in which one 
of the two runners has his legs shackled 
together. He has progressed 10 yards, while 
the unshackled runner has gone 50 yards. At 
that point the judges decide that the race is 
unfair. How do they rectify the situation? 
Do they merely remove the shackles and 
allow the race to proceed? Then they could 
say that "equal opportunity" now prevailed. 
But one of the runners would still be forty 
yards ahead of the other. Would it not be 
the better part of justice to allow the pre- 
viously shackled runner to make up the 
forty yard gap; or to start the race all over 
again? That would be affirmative action 
towards equality.’ 


The change in attitude, however, began 
with the realization that schooling had little 
effect in raising the achievement or reducing 
the disparate standing of black children геја- 
tive to white. In 1966, Professor James 
Coleman of Johns Hopkins University, carry- 
ing out a mandate of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, concluded a massive survey of 4,000 
schools and 600,000 students. The Office of 
Education, which sponsored the research, 
and Coleman himself, had expected to find 
gross inequality of educational resources 
between black and white schools and to use 
this finding as an argument for large-scale 
federal spending to redress the balance. But 
the report—Equality of Educational Oppor- 
tunity —found that there was little difference 
between black and white schools in such 
things as physical facilities, formal curricula, 
and other measurable criteria. It also found 
that a significant gap in the achievement 
scores between black and white children was 
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already present in the first grade, and that 
despite the rough comparability of black and 
white schools, the gap between the two 
groups of children had widened by the end 
of elementary school. The only consistent 
variable explaining the differences in scores 
within each racial or ethnic group was the 
educational and economic attainment of the 
parents. As Coleman wrote: 


First, within each racial group, the strong 
relation of family economic and educational 
background to achievement does not dimin- 
ish over the period of the school, and may 
even increase over the elementary years. 
Second, most of the variation in student 
achievement lies within the same school, 
very little of it is between schools. The 
implication of these last two results is clear: 
family background differences account for 
much more variation in achievement than do 
school differences. 


But there was no consistent variable to 
explain the difference between racial groups, 
not even measured family background— 
which is why some persons have fallen back 
on genetic explanations. 

The Coleman findings dismayed the edu- 
cational bureaucracy, and at first, received 
little attention. Issued in July 1966, the 
document was scarcely reported in The New 
York Times or the news weeklies. But as the 
explosive findings gradually became known, 
the Coleman Report became the center of 
the most extensive discussion of social 
policy in the history of American sociologi- 
cal debate, and the source of vehement 
public recrimination on such questions as 
compulsory integration, school bussing, and 
the like.?? 

Much of the controversy over the Cole- 
man Report dealt with integration: some 
interpreted it, as did Coleman himself, in 
part, as a mandate to mix lower-class black 
schoolchildren with middle-class white to 
provide stronger peer-group pressures for 
achievement; black-power advocates saw it 
as justification for black control of black 
schools in order to strengthen the black 
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child’s control over his own destiny; and still 
others felt that additional money spent on 
schools was a waste since schools were 
ineffective in reducing the achievement gaps 
between the races or between social classes. 

But in the long run the more important 
aspect of the report was not its findings but 
its major thesis, which was the redefinition 
of equality of opportunity.” Coleman had 
been charged, by explicit congressional 
directive, to determine the extent of in- 
equality in the educational resources avail- 
able to black and white children, the as- 
sumption being that social policy had to 
equalize the “inputs” into the educational 
process. But what Coleman took as his 
criterion was achievement, or results. In 
effect, he redefined equality of opportunity 
from equal access to equally well-endowed 
schools (inputs) to equal performance on 
standardized achievement tests (equality of 
outcomes). As he put it in the title of his 
Public Interest essay, the focus had to shift 
from "equal schools to equal students.” 

Coleman was saying that the public 
schools—or the process of education itself— 
were not the social equalizers American 
society imagined them to be. Children 
achieved more or less in relation to family 
background and social class, and these were 
the variables that would have to be changed. 
Equality would not be attained until ап aver- 
age public school in Harlem produced as 
many high achievers as one in Scarsdale. 

The argument has been pushed one step 
further by Christopher Jencks. If the focus 
was on the “equal student,” then the prob- 
lem was not even the distinction between 
Harlem and Scarsdale. In reanalyzing the 
Coleman data, Jencks found that students 
who performed best on achievement tests 
“were often enrolled in the same schools as 
the students who performed worst,” and 
this, he declared, was potentially the most 
revolutionary revelation in the report. “In 
the short run it remains true that our most 
pressing political problem is the achievement 
gap between Harlem and Scarsdale. But in 


620 


the long run it seems that our primary prob- 
lem is not the disparity between Harlem and 
Scarsdale but the disparity between the top 
and bottom of the class in both Harlem and 
Scarsdale.” 

One can carry this still another step to 
the disparity among children of the same 
family. And as Jencks argues, in fact, “There 
is nearly as much economic inequality 
among brothers raised in the same homes as 
in the general population. This means that 
inequality is recreated anew in each genera- 
tion, even among people who start life in 
essentially identical circumstances.” For 
Jencks, inequality is not inherited. There is 
no single consistent variable which explains 
who gets ahead and why. It is as much luck 
as anything else. 

The logic of this argument is developed 
by Jencks in his book /nequality. Not only 
can one not equalize opportunity, but even 
if one could, equalizing opportunity does 
not appreciably reduce the inequality in re- 
sults. He concludes quite bluntly: “Instead 
of trying to reduce people’s capacity to gain 
a competitive advantage on one another, we 
will have to change the rules of the game so 
as to reduce the rewards of competitive suc- 
cess and the costs of failure. Instead of try- 
ing to make everybody equally lucky or 
equally good at his job, we will have to 
devise ‘insurance’ systems which neutralize 
the effects of luck, and income sharing sys- 
tems which break the link between voca- 
tional success and living standards.”*! The 
aim of social policy, thus, has to be equality 
of result—by sharing and redistributive poli- 
cies—rather than equality of opportunity. 

If equality of result is to be the main 
object of social policy—and it is the heart of 
the populist reaction against meritocracy—it 
will demand an entirely new political agenda 
for the social systems of advanced industrial 
countries. But no such political demand can 
ultimately succeed—unless it imposed itself 
by brute force—without being rooted in 
some powerful ethical system, and for this 
reason the concept of equality of result has 
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become the Archimedean point of a major 
new effort to provide a philosophical foun- 
dation—a conception of justice as fairness— 
for a communal society. 

In the nature of human consciousness, a 
scheme of moral equity is the necessary basis 
for any social order; for legitimacy to exist, 
power must be justified. In the end, it is 
moral ideas—the conception of what is de- 
sirable—that shapes history through human 
aspirations. Western liberal society was 
“designed” by Locke, Adam Smith, and 
Bentham on the premise of individual free- 
doms and the satisfaction of private utilities; 
these were the axioms whose consequences 
were to be realized through the market and 
later through the democratic political sys- 
tem. But that doctrine is crumbling, and the 
political system is now being geared to the 
realization not of individual ends but of 
group and communal needs. Socialism has 
had political appeal for a century now not so 
much because of its moral depiction of what 
the future society would be like, but because 
of material disparities within disadvantaged 
classes, the hatred of bourgeois society by 
many intellectuals, and the eschatological 
vision of a “cunning” of history. But the 
normative ethic was only implicit; it was 
never spelled out and justified.? The claim 
for “equality of result” is a socialist ethic (as 
equality of opportunity is the liberal ethic), 
and as a moral basis for society it can finally 
succeed in obtaining men’s allegiance not by 
material reward but by philosophical justifi- 
cation. An effort in politics has to be con- 
firmed in philosophy. And an attempt to 
provide that confirmation is now under- 
way.... 


RAWLS AND FAIRNESS 


If Rousseau sought equality of result for the 
sake of virtue, and Mill equal representation 
proportionate to one’s interest for the pur- 
pose of utility, the contemporary philoso- 
pher John Rawls wants to establish the 
priority of equality for reasons of justice. As 
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he elegantly declares, "justice is the first 
virtue of social institutions, as truth is of 
systems of thought.” 

What is justice? It cannot be the greatest 
good for the greatest number, for the price 
of those magnitudes may be injustice for the 
lesser number. It has to be a distributive 
principle for judging competing claims—i.e. 
the appropriate division of social advantages. 
For Rawls, this is justice as fairness,“ and 
the foundation of fairness rests, initially, on 
two principles: 


First: each person is to have an equal right 
to the most extensive basic liberty com- 
patible with a similar liberty for others. 
Second: social and economic inequalities are 
to be arranged so that they are both (a) 
reasonably expected to be everyone’s ad- 
vantage, and (b) attached to positions and 
offices open to all (p. 60).°* 


The first principle deals with equal liber- 
ties of citizenship—freedom of speech, vote, 
and assembly; eligibility for office; and so 
on. The second deals with social and eco- 
nomic inequalities—the distribution of in- 
come and wealth, differences in the degree 
of authority, and the like. It is with the 
second principle that we are concerned. The 
controlling terms in the propositions are the 
ambiguous phrases “to everyone’s advan- 
tage” and “equally open to all.” What do 
they mean? 

Rawls’s argument is complex, yet lucid. 
“Equally open” can mean either equal in the 
sense that careers are open to the talented, 
or equal in the sense of “equality of fair 
opportunity.” The first simply means that 
those who have the ability and the drive are 
entitled to the place they have earned. This 
is the conventional liberal position. But 
Rawls notes that it does not account for the 
distortion by social contingencies. “In all 
sectors of society,” Rawls writes, “there 
should be roughly equal prospects of culture 
and achievement for everyone similarly 
motivated and endowed.... Chances to 
acquire cultural knowledge and skills should 
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not depend upon one’s class position, and so 
the school system, whether public or private, 
should be designed to even out class bar- 
riers” (p. 73). 

The liberal principle accepts the elimina- 
tion of social differences in order to assure 
an equal start, but it justifies unequal result 
on the basis of natural abilities and talents. 
For Rawls, however, “natural” advantages 
are as arbitrary or random as social ones. It 
is not “fair opportunity.” “There is no more 
reason to permit the distribution of income 
and wealth to be settled by the distribution 
of natural assets than by historical and social 
fortune.... The extent to which natural 
capacities develop and reach fruition is af- 
fected by all kinds of social conditions and 
class attitudes. Even the willingness to make 
an effort, to try, and so to be deserving in 
the ordinary sense is itself dependent upon 
happy family and social circumstances. It is 
impossible in practice to secure equal 
chances of achievement and culture for 
those similarly endowed, and therefore we 
may want to adopt a principle which recog- 
nizes this fact and also mitigates the arbi- 
trary effects of the natural lottery” (p. 74). 

Therefore, Rawls concludes that one can- 
not equalize opportunity, one can only bend 
it towards another purpose—the equality of 
result. “Мо one deserves his greater natural 
capacity nor merits a more favorable starting 
place in society. But it does not follow that 
one should eliminate these distinctions. 
There is another way to deal with them. The 
basic structure can be arranged so that these 
contingencies work for the good of the least 
fortunate. Thus we are led to the difference 
principle if we wish to set up the social 
system so that no one gains or loses from his 
arbitrary place in the distribution of natural 
assets or his initial position in society with- 
out giving or receiving compensating advan- 
tages in return” (p. 102),3 

The question thus turns from “equally 
open to all,” i.e. the distribution of chances 
for place, to the distribution of primary 
social goods or values, i.e. to the meaning of 
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“everyone’s advantage.” That latter phrase 
for Rawls, can be defined in terms of either 
the “principle of efficiency" or the "dif- 
ference principle." 

The efficiency principle is congruent with 
what welfare economics calls "Pareto op- 
timality." The allocation of goods or utilities 
is efficient when one reaches the point 
where it is impossible to change an existing 
distribution pattern so as to make some per- 
sons (even one) better off without at the 
same time making some other persons (at 
least one) worse off. A utilitarian principle, 
“Pareto optimality” is interested only in a 
range of choices and is indifferent to actual 
bargains. For Rawls the difficulty with the 
principle of efficiency is that, as a matter of 
fairness, it cannot specify who should be 
better off or not worse off. 

The "difference principle” simply means 
that if some persons are to be better off, the 
lesser advantaged are also to be better off, 
and in some circumstances even more so. If 
one gains, so must the others. “The intuitive 
idea is that the social order is not to estab- 
lish and secure the more attractive prospects 
of those better off unless doing so is to the 
advantage of those less fortunate" (p. 75).°” 

This leads Rawls to his more general con- 
ception of social justice, or the social ideal: 


All social primary goods—liberty and oppor- 
tunity, income and wealth, and the bases of 
self-respect—are to be distributed equally un- 
less an unequal distribution of any or all of 
these goods is to the advantage of the least 
favored (p. 303).7" 


For this reason, too, Rawls rejects the idea 
of a meritocracy. Although the meritocratic 
idea is democratic, it violates the conception 
of fairness: 


The [meritocratic] social order follows the 
principle of careers open to talents and uses 
equality of opportunity as a way of releasing 
men's energies in the pursuit of economic 
prosperity and political domination. There 
exists a marked disparity between the upper 
and lower classes in both means of life and 
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the rights and privileges of organizational 
authority. The culture of the poorer strata is 
impoverished while that of the governing 
and technocratic elite is securely based on 
the service of national ends of power and 
wealth. Equality of opportunity means an 
equal chance to leave the less fortunate be- 
hind in the personal quest for influence and 
social position. Thus a meritocratic society is 
a danger for the other interpretations of the 
principles of justice but not the democratic 
conception. For, as we have just seen, the 
difference principle transforms the aims of 
society in fundamental respects (p. 107). 


The difference principle has two implica- 
tions for social policy. One is the principle 
of redress for individuals: 


This is the principle that undeserved in- 
equalities call for redress, and since the 
inequalities of birth and natural endowment 
are undeserved, these inequalities are to be 
somehow compensated for. Thus, the princi- 
ple holds that in order to treat all persons 
equally, to provide genuine equality of op- 
portunity, society must give more attention 
to those with fewer native assets and to 
those born into the less favorable social posi- 
tion. The idea is to redress the bias of con- 
tingencies in the direction of equality. In 
pursuit of this principle greater resources 
might be spent on the education of the less 
rather than the more intelligent, at least over 
a certain time of life, say the earlier years of 
school (pp. 100—101). 


The second is the more general principle that 
talent is to be regarded as a social asset, and 
its fruits should be available to all, especially 
the less fortunate: 


[The difference principle] transforms the 
aims of the basic structure so that the total 
scheme of institutions no longer emphasizes 
social efficiency and technocratic values. We 
see then that the difference principle repre- 
sents, in effect, an agreement to regard the 
distribution of natural talents as a common 
asset and to share in the benefits of this 
distribution whatever it turns out to be. 
Those who have been favored by nature, 
whoever they are, may gain from their good 
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fortune only on terms that improve the 
situation of those who have lost out (p. 
101). 


We have here a fundamental rationale for 
a major shift in values: instead of the princi- 
ple “from each according to his ability, to 
each according to his ability,’ we have the 
principle “from each according to his ability, 
to each according to his need.” And the 
justification for need is fairness to those who 
are disadvantaged for reasons beyond their 
control. 

With Rawls, we have the most compre- 
hensive effort in modern philosophy to justi- 
fy a socialist ethic. In this redefinition of 
equality as equity, we can observe the de- 
velopment of a political philosophy which 
will go far to shape the last part of the 
twentieth century, just as the doctrines of 
Locke and Smith molded the nineteenth. 
The liberal theory of society was framed 
by the twin axes of individualism and 
rationality. The unencumbered individual 
would seek to realize his own satisfactions 
on the basis of his work—he was to be re- 
warded for effort, pluck, and risk—and the 
exchange of products with others was cal- 
culated by each so as to maximize his own 
satisfactions. Society was to make no judg- 
ments between men—only to set the proce- 
dural rules—and the most efficient distribu- 
tion of resources was the one that produced 
the greatest net balance of satisfactions. 

Today we have come to the end of classic 
liberalism. It is not individual satisfaction 
which is the measure of social good but 
redress for the disadvantaged as a prior claim 
on the social conscience and on social 
policy? Rawls’s effort in A Theory of 
Justice is to establish the principle of fair- 
ness, but he pays little attention, other than 
using the generic term “disadvantaged,” to 
who is to be helped.” His argument is set in 
social contract terms, and his “constitution 
of justice" is a bargain agreed to by individ- 
uals. Yet in contemporary society, inevi- 
tably, the disadvantaged are identifiable 
largely in group terms, and the principle of 
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equity has become linked with the principle 
of quota representation. 

The claim for group rights stands in 
formal contradiction to the principle of 
individualism, with its emphasis on achieve- 
ment and universalism. But in reality it is no 
more than the extension, to hitherto ex- 
cluded social units, of the group principle 
which has undergirded American politics 
from the start. The group process—which 
was the vaunted discovery of the “realists” 
of American political science (see the discus- 
sion in Chapter 5)—consisted largely of eco- 
nomic bargaining between functional or 
pressure groups operating outside the formal 
structure of the party system. What we now 
find are ethnic and ascriptive groups claim- 
ing formal representation both in the formal 
political structure and in all other institu- 
tions of the society as well. 

These claims are legitimated, further, by 
the fact that America has been a pluralist 
society, or has come to accept a new defini- 
tion of pluralism rather than the homo- 
geneity of Americanism. Pluralism, in its 
classic conceptions," made a claim for the 
continuing cultural identity of ethnic and 
religious groups and for the institutional 
autonomy of cultural institutions (e.g. uni- 
versities) from politics. Pluralism was based 
on the separation of realms. But what we 
have today is a thoroughgoing politicizing of 
society in which not only the market is 
subordinated to political decision but all 
institutions have to bend to the demands of 
a political center and politicize themselves in 
group representational terms. Here, too, 
there has been another change. In functional 
group politics, membership was not fixed, 
and one could find cross-cutting allegiances 
or shifting coalitions. Today the groups that 
claim representation—in the political parties, 
in the universities, in the hospitals and the 
community—are formed by primordial or 
biological ties, and one cannot erase the 
ascriptive nature of sex or color. 

And yet, once one accepts the principle 
of redress and representation of the disad- 
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vantaged in the group terms that were ini- 
tially formulated, it is difficult for the polity 
to deny those later claims. That is the logic 
of democracy which has always been present 
in the ambiguous legacy of the principle of 
equality. 


THE REDEFINITION OF MERITOCRACY 


Any principle inevitably has its ambiguities, 
for no moral situation is ever clear-cut, par- 
ticularly in the case of equal opportunity 
versus equal result, since the conflict is be- 
tween right versus right, rather than right 
versus wrong. What, then, are the difficulties 
and the contradictions in Rawls's principle 
of fairness, and are they of sufficient weight 
as to render it nugatory? 

First, what is the meaning of disad- 
vantage? What is the measure of fairness? Is 
it objective or subjective? Often a sense of 
unfairness depends upon expectation and 
the degree of deprivation. But by whose 
standard? One measure, Rawls writes, “is a 
definition solely in terms of relative income 
and wealth with no reference to social posi- 
tion. Thus, all persons with less than half the 
median income and wealth may be taken as 
the least advantaged segment. This definition 
depends only upon the lower half of the 
distribution and has the merit of focusing 
attention on the social distance between 
those who have the least and the average 
citizen.” 

But for most persons the question of un- 
fairness or deprivation is not some fixed or 
absolute standard but a comparison with 
relevant others. We know from many socio- 
logical studies that large disparities of in- 
come and status are accepted as fair if 
individuals feel that these are justly earned, 
while small differences, if arbitrary, will 
often seem unfair. Orderlies in a hospital 
compare their income with that of a nurse 
but not that of a doctor. Thus relative 
deprivation and reference group (to use the 
sociological jargon) at each point stipulate 
the degree of disparity.** But are we to 
accept the subjective evaluations of individ- 
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uals as the moral norm, or an objective 
standard, and on what basis?“ The point is 
not clear. 

If disadvantage is difficult to define, there 
is a different kind of problem in the identifi- 
cation of “the least fortunate group.” Rawls 
writes: “Here it seems impossible to avoid a 
certain arbitrariness. One possibility is to 
choose a particular social position, say that 
of the unskilled worker, and then to count 
as the least advantaged all those with the 
average income and wealth of this group, or 
less. The expectation of the lowest represen- 
tative man is defined as the average taken 
over this whole class" (p. 98).5 

Problems of borderlines and shadings 
apart—and in practical terms these are 
great—the identification of social position in 
this fashion raises a serious psychological 
question. One of the important considerations 
of moral philosophy has been to avoid 
labelling, or public stigmatization, of the dis- 
advantaged. This is one of the reasons why 
reformers have always fought a “means test” 
as the criterion for public aid and tried to 
provide help as a right. It is one of the 
reasons (administrative matters aside) why 
proposals for the redistribution of income 
have suggested that a stipulated sum be given 
to all persons, and that money above a cer- 
tain level be recouped by taxation. Yet 
Rawls writes: “... we are entitled at some 
point to plead practical considerations in 
formulating the difference principle. Sooner 
or later the capacity of philosophical or 
other arguments to make finer discrimina- 
tions is bound to run out.” But it is exactly 
at those points where principle has to be 
translated into rule and case that the prob- 
lems of public policy and administration 
begin. 

The question of labelling and redress 
leads back to a more general contradiction, 
the relation of equality to a principle of 
universalism. One of the historical gains of 
equality was the establishment of a principle 
of universalism so that a rule—as in the rule 
of law—applied equally to all, and thus 
avoided the administrative determination be- 
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tween persons. As in the Constitution, this 
meant the outlawing of bills of attainder 
which are aimed at one person; a law has to 
be written with a sufficient degree of gener- 
ality so as to cover all persons within a 
category. In criminal law, we apply equal 
punishment to those who have violated the 
same law, regardless of the ability to bear 
punishment, and two men convicted of 
speeding are fined twenty-five dollars each 
though one is a millionaire and the other a 
pauper. The law does not inquire into their 
status differences; there is equal liability. 
And the court is enjoined from so prying in 
order to avoid the enlargement of judicial 
power which would enable the judge to 
make determinations between persons; his 
function is solely to find out whether they 
are guilty or not. 

Yet, in instances where wealth and in- 
come are concerned, we have gone far in the 
opposite direction. Under the income-tax 
law, which was adopted in this century, not 
only do individuals not pay an equal amount 
(e.g. $500 each), they do not even pay equal 
proportions (e.g. 10 percent each, which 
would lead to different absolute amounts on 
varying incomes). In principle they pay pro- 
gressively higher proportions, as incomes 
rise. Here ability—the ability to pay—be- 
comes the measure. It may well be that in 
the area of wealth and income one wants to 
establish the principle “from each according 
to his ability to each in accordance with 
another’s needs”; the principle of justice 
here applies because marginal amounts must 
be compared. (If two persons pay the same 
amount, in one case it comes to half his 
income, in the other case only a tenth, and 
the same principle is at work in propor- 
tionate taxes.) But, in the larger context, the 
wholesale adoption of the principle of fair- 
ness in all areas of social values shifts the 
entire slope of society from a principle of 
equal liability and universalism to one of 
unequal burden and administrative determi- 
nation. 

The ground of fairness, says Rawls, is a 
generalized social norm founded on a social 
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contract. It is based on the theory of ra- 
tional choice whereby individuals declare 
their own preferences, subject to the princi- 
ple of redress and the principle of difference; 
and this rational choice would push the 
societal balance toward the social norm. 
Now, utility theory can order the preference 
of an individual and define the rational con- 
duct of that individual; and in utility theory 
society is rightly arranged when we have a 
net balance of individual gains or losses on 
the basis of the persons’ own preferences in 
free exchange. But here we run up against a 
difficulty. If rationality is the basis of the 
social norm, can we have a social-welfare 
function that amalgamates the discordant 
preferences of individuals into a combined 
choice which recapitulates the rationality of 
the individual choice? If one accepts the 
theoretical argument of the Arrow impos- 
sibility theorem (observing the conditions of 
democracy and majority choice), we cannot 
have such a social-welfare function. What 
the social norm is to be then becomes a 
political question, subject to either con- 
sensus or to conflict—extortion by the most 
threatening, or collective bargaining in which 
people eventually accept some idea of trade- 
off. But if the decision is political, there are 
then no clear theoretical determinations, set 
by principles of rational choice, of what the 
social norm should be—unless, in the Rous- 
seauian sense, the body politic is a "single" 
personality. We may want a social norm for 
reasons of fairness, but in the structure of 
rational choice procedures we cannot define 
one. 

If the definition of a social norm, then, is 
essentially a political one, the principle of 
helping the least fortunate as the prior social 
obligation may mean—in a sociological as 
well as statistical sense—a regression toward 
the mean. If it is assumed that we have 
reached a post-scarcity stage of full abun- 
dance, this may be a desirable social policy. 
But if this is not so—and it is questionable 
whether it can ever be so—and if one defines 
society, as Rawls does, “as a cooperative 
venture for mutual advantage,” why not, 
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just as logically, allow greater incentives for 
those who can expand the total social out- 
put and use this larger “social pie” for the 
mutual (yet differential) advantage of all? 

It is quite striking that the one society in 
modern history which consciously began 
with a principle of almost complete equality 
(including almost no wage differentials)—the 
Soviet Union—gradually abandoned that pol- 
icy, not because it was restoring capitalism 
but because it found that differential 
wages and privileges served as incentives, and 
were also a more rational “rationing” of 
time. (If a manager’s time is worth more 
than that of an unskilled worker, since he 
has to make more decisions, should he be 
expected to wait in line for a crowded tram 
or be given a car of his own to get to work?) 
Even those societies which have had rela- 
tively small differentials in income and in- 
centives in the post-World War II years, such 
as Israel and Yugoslavia, have gradually 
widened these differences in order to 
stimulate productivity. And one of the chief 
pieces of advice which sympathetic econo- 
mists have given to Fidel Castro to restore 
his stumbling economy (which has been 
largely organized on the basis of moral ex- 
hortation and the donation of extra labor 
time) is to make greater use of material 
incentives and wage differentials.*” In the 
United States, the major period when social 
programs could be most easily financed was 
from 1960 to 1965, when the increase in the 
rate of economic growth, not the redistribu- 
tion of income, provided a fiscal surplus for 
such programs." 

The United States today is not a meri- 
tocracy; but this does not discredit the 
principle. The idea of equality of oppor- 
tunity is a just one, and the problem is to 
realize it fairly. The focus, then, has to be on 
the barriers to such equality. The redress of 
discrimination by representation introduces 
arbitrary, particularistic criteria which can 
only be destructive of universalism, the 
historic principle, won under great diffi- 
culty, of treating each person as a person in 
his own right. 

The difficult and thorny question, in the 
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end, is not just priority—-who should be 
helped first-but the degree of disparity 
among persons. How much difference should 
there be in income between the head of a 
corporation and a common laborer, between 
a professor at the top of the scale and an 
instructor? The differences in pay in a busi- 
ness firm are on the order of 30:1, in a 
hospital of 10:1, and a university of 5:1. 
What is the rationale for these differences? 
What is fair? Traditionally, the market was 
the arbiter of differential reward, based on 
scarcity or on demand. But as economic 
decisions become politicized, and the market 
replaced by social decisions, what is the 
principle of fair reward and fair differences? 
Clearly this will be one of the most vexing 
questions in a post-industrial society. 

A striking fact of Western society over 
the past two hundred years has been the 
steady decrease in the disparity among 
persons-not by distribution policies and 
judgments about fairness, but by tech- 
nology, which has cheapened the cost of 
products and made more things available to 
more people." The irony, of course, is that 
as disparities have decreased, as democracy 
has become more tangible, the expectations 
of equality have increased even faster, and 
people make more invidious comparisons 
(*people may suffer less but their sensibility 
is exacerbated"), a phenomenon now com- 
monly known as the “Tocqueville effect." 9? 
The revolution of rising expectations is also 
the revolution in rising ressentiment. 

The real social problem, however, may be 
not the abstract question of "fairness" but 
the social character of ressentiment, and the 
conditions which give rise to it. The fasci- 
nating sociological puzzle is why in demo- 
cratic society, as inequality decreases, ressen- 
timent increases. That, too, is part of the 
ambiguous legacy of democracy. 


IV 


A JUST MERITOCRACY 


The difficulty with much of this discussion 
is that inequality has been considered as à 
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unitary circumstance, and a single principle 
the measure of its redress, whereas in socio- 
logical fact there are different kinds of in- 
equality. The problem is not either/or but 
what kinds of inequality lead to what kinds 
of social and moral differences. There are, 
we know, different kinds of inequality—dif- 
ferences in income and wealth, in status, 
power, opportunity (occupational or social), 
education, services, and the like. There is not 
one scale but many, and the inequalities in 
one scale are not coupled completely with 
inequality in every other.*' 

We must insist on a basic social equality 
in that each person is to be given respect and 
not humiliated on the basis of color, or 
sexual proclivities, or other personal at- 
tributes. This is the basis of the civil-rights 
legislation outlawing modes of public hu- 
miliation such as Jim Crow laws, and set- 
ting forth the principle of complete equal 
access to all public places. This principle also 
makes sexual conduct a purely private 
matter between consenting adults. 

We should reduce invidious distinctions in 
work, whereby some persons are paid by the 
piece or the hour and others receive a salary 
by the month or year, or a system whereby 
some persons receive a fluctuating wage on 
the basis of hours or weeks worked and 
others have a steady, calculable income. 

We should assert that each person is en- 
titled to a basic set of services and income 
which provides him with adequate medical 
care, housing, and the like. These are matters 
of security and dignity which must neces- 
sarily be the prior concerns of a civilized 
society. 

But one need not impose a rigid, ideo- 
logical egalitarianism in all matters, if it re- 
sults in conflict with other social objectives 
and even becomes self-defeating. Thus, on 
the question of wage or salary differentials, 
there may be good market reasons for insist- 
ing that the wages of a physician and dentist 
be greater than those of a nurse or dental 
technician, for if each cost the patient 
roughly the same (if one could for the same 
price have the services of a better qualified 
person) no one would want to use a nurse or 
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dental technician, even in small matters. The 
price system, in this case, is a mechanism for 
the efficient rationing of time. If as a result 
of differential wages the income spread be- 
tween the occupations became exceedingly 
high, one could then use the tax laws to 
reduce the differences. 

But the point is that these questions of 
inequality have little to do with the issue of 
meritocracy—if we define the meritocracy as 
those who have an earned status or have 
achieved positions of rational authority by 
competence. Sociologists have made a dis- 
tinction between power and authority. 
Power is the ability to command, which is 
backed up, either implicitly or explicitly, by 
force. That is why power is the defining 
principle of politics. Authority is a com- 
petence based upon skill, learning, talent, 
artistry or some similar attribute. Inevitably 
it leads to distinctions between those who 
are superior and those who are not. A meri- 
tocracy is made up of those who have earned 
their authority. An unjust meritocracy is one 
which makes these distinctions invidious and 
demeans those below. 

Contemporary populism, in its desire for 
wholesale egalitarianism, insists in the end 
on complete levelling. It is not for fairness, 
but against elitism; its impulse is not justice 
but ressentiment. The populists are for 
power ("to the people") but against au- 
thority—the authority represented in the 
superior competence of individuals. Since 
they lack authority, they want power. In the 
populist sociology, for example, the au- 
thority of doctors should be subject to the 
decisions of a community council, and that 
of professors to the entire collegiate body 
(which in the extreme versions include the 
janitors). 

But there cannot be complete democrati- 
zation in the entire range of human activi- 
ties. It makes no sense, in the arts, to insist 
on a democracy of judgment. Which paint- 
ing, which piece of music, which novel or 
poem is better than another cannot be sub- 
ject to popular vote—unless one assumes, as 
was to some extent evident in the “sensi- 
bility of the sixties," that all art is reducible 
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to experience and each person's experience 
is as meaningful to him as anyone else's. * 
In science and scholarship, achievement is 
measured and ranked on the basis of ac- 
complishment—be it discovery, synthesis, 
acuity of criticism, comprehensive рага- 
digms, statements of new relationships, and 
the like. And these are forms of intellectual 
authority. 

All of this underscores a confusion be- 
tween a technocracy and a meritocracy. 
Because the technocratic mode reduces 
social arrangements to the criterion of tech- 
nological efficiency, it relies principally on 
credentials as a means of selecting individ- 
uals for place in the society. But credentials 
are mechanical at worst, or specify minimum 
achievement at best; they are an entry device 
into the system. Meritocracy, in the context 
of my usage, is an emphasis on individual 
achievement and earned status as confirmed 
by one’s peers. 

Rawls has said that the most fundamental 
good of all is self-respect. But the English 
sociologist W. G. Runciman has made a use- 
ful distinction between respect and praise. 
While all men are entitled to respect, they 
are not all entitled to praise." The meri- 
tocracy, in the best meaning of that word, is 
made up of those worthy of praise. They are 
the men who are the best in their fields, as 
judged by their fellows. 

And just as some individuals are worthy 
of praise, so are certain institutions—e.g. 
those engaged in the cultivation of achieve- 
ment, the institutions of science and scholar- 
ship, culture and learning. The university is 
dedicated to the authority of scholarship 
and learning and to the transmission of 
knowledge from those who are competent to 
those who are capable. There is no reason 
why a university cannot be a meritocracy, 
without impairing the esteem of other in- 
stitutions. There is every reason why a uni- 
versity has to be a meritocracy if the 
resources of the society—for research, for 
scholarship, for learning—are to be spent for 
“mutual advantage,” and if a degree of cul- 
ture is to prevail. 
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And there is no reason why the principle 
of meritocracy should not obtain in business 
and government as well. One wants entre- 
preneurs and innovators who can expand the 
amount of productive wealth for society. 
One wants men in political office who can 
govern well. The quality of life in any soci- 
ety is determined, in considerable measure, 
by the quality of leadership. A society that 
does not have its best men at the head of its 
leading institutions is a sociological and 
moral absurdity. 

Nor is this in contradiction with the 
principle of fairness. One can acknowledge, 
as I would, the priority of the disadvantaged 
(with all its difficulty of definition) as an 
axiom of social policy, without diminishing 
the opportunity for the best to rise to the 
top through work and effort. The principles 
of merit, achievement, and universalism are, 
it seems to me, the necessary foundations 
for a productive—and cultivated—society. 
What is important is that the society, to the 
fullest extent possible, be a genuinely open 
one. 

The question of justice arises when those 
at the top can convert their authority posi- 
tions into large, discrepant material and 
social advantages over others. The sociologi- 
cal problem, then, is how far this converti- 
bility is possible. In every society, there are 
three fundamental realms of hierarchy— 
wealth, power, and status. In bourgeois 
society, wealth could buy power and defer- 
ence. In aristocratic society, status could 
command power and wealth (through mar- 
riage). In military and estate societies, power 
could command wealth and status. Today it 
is uncertain whether the exact relations be- 
tween the three any longer hold: Income 
and wealth (even when combined with cor- 
porate power) rarely command prestige 
(who knows the names, or can recognize the 
faces, of the heads of Standard Oil, Ameri- 
can Telephone, or General Motors?); politi- 
cal office does not make a man wealthy; 
high status (and professors rank among the 
highest in prestige rankings) does not pro- 
vide wealth or power. Nor does the existence 
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of a meritocracy preclude the use of other 
routes—particularly politics—to high position 
and power in the society. 

But even within these realms, the differ- 
ences can be tempered; and the politics of 
contemporary society makes this even more 
likely in the future. Wealth allows a few to 
enjoy what many cannot have; but this dif- 
ference can—and will-be mitigated by а 
social minimum. Power (not authority) al- 
lows some men to exercise domination over 
others; but in the polity at large, and in most 
institutions, such unilateral power is in- 
creasingly checked. The most difficult of all 
disparities is the one of status, for what is at 
stake is the desire to be different and to 
enjoy the disparity. With his usual acuteness 
into the passions of the human heart, Rous- 
seau observed: *[It is] the universal desire 
for reputation, honors and preferences, 
which devours us all, trains and compares 
talents and strengths . . . stimulates and mul- 
tiplies passions; and making all men com- 
petitors, rivals or rather enemies, how many 
reverses, successes and catastrophes of all 
kinds it causes... ." 

Yet, if vanity-or ego—can never be 
erased, one can still observe the equality of 
respect due to all, and the differential degree 
of praise bestowed upon some. As Runciman 
puts it, “а society in which all inequalities of 
prestige or esteem were inequalities of praise 
would to this extent be just."5^ It is in this 
sense that we can acknowledge differences 
of achievement between individuals. It is to 
that extent that a well-tempered meritocracy 
can be a society if not of equals, then of the 
just. 


NOTES 


1. Michael Young, The Rise of the Meritocracy, 
1870—2033 (London, 1958). 

2. A theoretician of the Technicians party, Profes- 
sor Eagle, had argued that marriage partners, in the 
national interest, should consult the intelligence 
register, for a high-IQ man who mates with a low- 
IQ woman is wasting his genes. The activist 
women, on the other hand, took romance as their 
banner and beauty as their flag, arguing that mar- 
riage should be based on attraction. Their favorite 
slogan was “Beauty is achievable by all." 
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3. Gary S. Becker, Human Capital (New York, 
1964), p. 112. Later writers have suggested this 
figure may be too high; the point remains that a 
college degree does provide an investment ‘“‘yield.”” 
4. For a comprehensive discussion of this major 
social change, see Jencks and Riesman, The Aca- 
demic Revolution (New York, 1968). For a survey 
of the reaction, see Stephen Graubard and Geno 
Ballotti, eds., The Embattled University (New 
York, 1970). 

5. As Michael Young describes the rationale in his 
fable: 


The proportion of people with IQs over 130 
could not be raised—the task was rather to 
prevent a fall-but the proportion of such 
people in work which called upon their full 
capacities was steadily raised... . Civilization 
does not depend upon the stolid mass, the 
homme moyen sensuel but upon creative 
minority, the innovator who with one stroke 
can save the labour of 10,000, the brilliant few 
who cannot look without wonder, the restless 
elite who have made mutation a social, as well 
as a biological, fact. The ranks of the scientists 
and technologists, the artists and the teachers, 
have been swelled, their education shaped to 
their high genetic destiny, their power for good 
increased. Progress is their triumph; the modern 
world their monument. (Pelican edition, 1961, 
р. 15.) 


6. Fritz Machlup, Education and Economic 
Growth (Lincoln, Nebraska, 1970), p. 40. Machlup 
cites a study by Edward Denison, which assumes 
that two-fifths of the income differentials of per- 
sons with more schooling was due to natural 
ability, while three-fifths was the result of addi- 
tional schooling. Gary Becker, in Human Capital 
(New York, 1964), examined samples of persons 
for whom IQ and grades in primary and secondary 
school were available, and could be correlated with 
later income returns, and found that differential 
ability “might well have a larger effect on the 
estimated rate of return" than simply the effect of 
schooling, but that, by the college level, "едиса- 
tion itself explains most of the unadjusted earnings 
differential between college and high-school gradu- 
ates" (pp. 88, 124). The Denison data are in his 
essay, *Measuring the Contribution of Education 
to Economic Growth," The Economics of Educa- 
tion, ed. Robinson and Vaizey (London and New 
York, 1966). The figures on college and high- 
school IQ are from Machlup, p. 40. 

For a review of studies that question the rela- 
tion of IQ to economic success, see Samuel Bowles 
and Herbert Gintis, “1.0. in the U.S. Class Struc- 
ture," Social Policy, vol. 35, nos. 4 & 5 (Novem- 
ber/December 1972). 

7. Richard  Herrnstein, “I.Q.,” The Atlantic 
Monthly (September 1971). Technically, one can- 
not say that within any single person, 80 percent 
of his IQ is inherited. In a large sample, 80 percent 
of the variance between scores would be attributed 
by Jensen to inheritance. 

8. Ibid., p. 63. Herrnstein's arguments are paral- 
leled by a school of ethologists who see in “the 
breeding process" the basis of the political struggle 
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in human society. Thus, anthropologists Lionel 
Tiger and Robin Fox write. in their book, The 
Imperial Animal: 


Analogies are often drawn between human and 
ant societies. There are, to be sure, striking 
similarities—such as division of labor, caste sys- 
tem, and domestication of other creatures—but 
the analogy breaks down at one fundamental 
point: human societies are political, and ant 
societies are apolitical. The social order of an 
ant colony is genetically fixed. Workers are 
workers, drones drones, queens queens, soldiers 
soldiers, and so on. Workers cannot usurp 
power in the colony, because they are geneti- 
cally programmed to be workers and nothing 
else. There can be no redistribution of power, 
of place, and, most importantly, of breeding 
ability, and therefore of contribution to the 
genetic pool. This is a crucial difference. Poli- 
tics involves the possibility of changing the dis- 
tribution of resources in a society—one of 
which is the control over the future that breed- 
ing allows. The political process—the process of 
redistributing control over resources among the 
individuals of a group—is, in evolutionary 
terms, a breeding process. The political system 
is a breeding system. When we apply the word 
“Just” to both power and sex, we are nearer the 
truth than we imagine. In the struggle for repro- 
ductive advantage, some do better than others. 
It is this that changes the distribution of genes 
in a population and affects its genetic future. 
This is a world of winners and losers, a world of 
politics—of the haves and the have-nots, of 
those who have made it and those who sulk on 
the sidelines. 


[From the beginning of human time] the 
species has been irretrievably concerned 
with who can marry whom and with the 
relationship between position, property and 
productive copulation. 


The result of the reproductive struggle is a 
social system that is profoundly hierarchical 
and competitive. And if human politics exhibits 
a constant tension between the commonly 
valued ideal of equality and the privately valued 
aim of happy inequality, then this is simply a 
reflection of our evolutionary history. (New 
York, 1971, pp. 24—25.) 


What makes this formulation even more striking 

is the character of the ‘‘new biology,” which now 
allows the human species control of breeding by 
transferring frozen sperm by “donors” to different 
women, the placing of the embryo іп “host” vitro, 
and cloning, which allows one to reproduce the 
exact genetic code of an organism. For a thought- 
ful discussion of the disquieting social and ethical 
questions raised by the new biology, see Leon 
Kass, “Making Babies,” The Public Interest, no. 26 
(Winter 1972). 
9, For a discussion of the argument that society is 
not becoming more meritocratic see Christopher 
Jencks and associates, Inequality: A Reassessment 
of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America 
(New York, 1972). 
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Jencks argues that there is no evidence that (a) 
the correlation between education and occupa- 
tional status has changed over the past 80 years; 
(b) the correlation between IQ and occupational 
status has changed over the past 50 years; (c) the 
correlation between education and income has 
changed over the past 30 years; (d) or that the 
correlation between IQ and income has changed. 

Equally, says Jencks, there is no evidence fora 
decline in the effects of family background either 
on occupational status or income, at least since 
World War I. The work of Stephan Thernstrom, 
Poverty and Progress: Social Mobility in a Nine- 
teenth-Century City (Cambridge, Mass., 1964), sug- 
gests mobility rates as high in the nineteenth 
century as in the twentieth. 

“In what sense, then, can we say that society is 
becoming more meritocratic, if the importance of 
family background and educational credentials is 
constant over time?” writes Jencks. “Why should 
we accept Herrnstein’s thesis if (a) education is no 
more important, and (b) he offers not a shred of 
evidence that IQ is more important than it used to 
be, and (c) all the indirect evidence suggests no 
change in the importance of IQ as against other 
factors in determining success?" (Private com- 
munication, July 25, 1972.) 

Jencks is somewhat skeptical, as well, of the 
argument about family background as the primary 
factor in determining the correlation between 
schooling and occupational status. “Samuel Bowles 
has an essay in the Spring 1972 Journal of Political 
Economy arguing that family background is a 
major factor in the observed relationship, although 
I think he greatly overstates his case. I can easily 
imagine that personality differences (persistence, 
discipline, etc.) may explain most of the differ- 
ences between the educated and the uneducated, 
and that these may not be caused to any significant 
extent by schooling, but may simply affect the 
amount of schooling people get” (ibid). 

Drawing upon the work of Jencks et al, a 
collaborator, David K. Cohen of the Harvard 
Education School, has stressed the large role of 
contingent factors in going to college. Cohen 
writes: 


А comparison of IQ and social and economic 
status of college students reveals that being rich 
is nearly as big a help in increasing a student's 
chances of going to college as being smart. The 
most important fact, however, is that ability 
and status combined explain somewhat less 
than half the actual variation in college at- 
tendance. As in the case of curriculum place- 
ment, we must turn to other factors—motiva- 
tion, luck, discrimination, chance, and family 
encouragement or lack of it—to find likely ex- 
planations. “Does І.О. Matter?" Commentary 
(April 1972), p. 55 (emphasis added). 


10. Lester Thurow, "Education and Social Pol- 
icy," The Public Interest, no. 28 (Summer 1972), 
р. 79 (emphasis in the original). 

11. But there was usually some kind of sorting 
device. In the midwestern systems, anyone with a 
C average or better in high school could enter the 
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state university, but a ruthless examination system 
would weed out the poorer students by the end of 
the first or second year. In the California system, 
any high school graduate could go on to higher 
education, but a grade tracking system put the top 
10 to 15 percent directly into the universities (e.g. 
Berkeley, UCLA), the next 25 percent into the 
state colleges, and the remainder into junior or 
community colleges. 

12. Jerome Karabel, “Perspectives on Open Ad- 
mission," Educational Record (Winter 1972), pp. 
42—43. 

“The philosophical rationale for open admis- 
sions," Mr. Karabel writes, “is that the educational 
mission of the institution is пої, ..to serve as a 
talent scout for future employers but rather to 
foster growth in the student." And in that light, 
Mr. Karabel quotes approvingly the remark of B. 
Alden Thresher: “Тћеге is no such thing as an 
unfit or unqualified seeker after education." Mr. 
Thresher's remark is in “Uses and Abuses of 
Scholastic Aptitude and Achievement Tests," Bar- 
riers to Higher Education (New York: College 
Entrance Examination Board, 1971), p. 39. 

13. Edward Shils, "Editorial," Minerva (April 
1971), p. 165. 

14. In full acknowledgment of this principle, the 
Union Theological Seminary on June 1 voted that 
blacks and other minority groups would hence- 
forth make up one-third and women one-half of all 
students, faculty, staff, and directors. (At the time, 
blacks made up 6 percent of the 566 member 
student body and 8 percent of the 38 member 
faculty; women 20 percent of the student body 
and 8 percent of the faculty.) “It is unrealistic,” 
said the Seminary, “to educate people in a pluralis- 
tic society in an environment that is overwhelm- 
ingly white and male-oriented." The figure of 50 
percent women was chosen to reflect their 
representation in society; the one-third minority as 
a “critical mass” to give them presence. New York 
Times (June 1, 1972). 

15. Ivan Illich, “After Deschooling, What?” Social 
Policy (September/October 1971), p. 7. 

16. Illich, who was a Monsignor in the Catholic 
Church, burst rather suddenly onto the American 
intellectual scene in the late 1960s with essays in 
the New York Review of Books and the New York 
Times on his theories of '"de-schooling society." 
These essays were published as Deschooling Soci- 
ety (New York, 1970), and a second collection of 
essays, Celebration of Awareness, with an intro- 
duction by Erich Fromm, appeared a year later. 
Illich came to attention within the Catholic Church 
as the organizer of the center in Cuernavaca, 
Mexico, for training priests for work in South 
America. Though the center was set up with sup- 
port from the Vatican hierarchy, after a few years 
it began to espouse unorthodox doctrines. A pro- 
file of Msgr. Illich-who has since resigned his 
church title—appeared in The New Yorker (April 
25, 1970) by Francine DuPlessix Gray, and is re- 
printed in her book, Divine Disobedience (New 
York, 1971). 

17. “The more learning an individual consumes, 
the more ‘knowledge stock’ he acquires. The hid- 
den curriculum therefore defines a new class struc- 
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ture for society within which the large consumers 
of knowledge—those who have acquired large quan- 
tities of knowledge stock—enjoy special privileges, 
high income, and access to the more powerful tools 
of production. This kind of knowledge-capitalism 
has been accepted in all industrialized societies and 
establishes a rationale for the distribution of jobs 
and income.” Ivan Illich, “The Alternative to 
Schooling,” Saturday Review (June 19, 1971), re- 
printed in Deschooling Society. 

18. Illich writes: 


Science will be kept artificially arcane so long 
as its results are incorporated into technology 
at the service of professionals. If it were used to 
render possible a style of life in which each 
man would enjoy housing, healing, educating, 
moving, and entertaining himself, then scien- 
tists would try much harder to retranslate their 
discoveries made in a secret language into the 
normal language of everyday life. (“After De- 
schooling, What?” p. 13.) 


19. As Richard Wollheim, a friendly critic, pic- 
tures the idyll: 


Little vignettes of what would ensue are scat- 
tered through Deschooling Society. If a student 
wanted to learn Cantonese, he would be put on 
to a Chinese neighbour whose skill in his native 
language had been certified and whose willing- 
ness to impart it expressed. If he wanted to 
learn the guitar, he could rent not only a guitar 
but also taped guitar lessons and illustrated 
chord charts. If he wanted to find someone 
much in his own position with whom to discuss 
a disputed passage in Freud or Aquinas, he 
might go to a specially identified coffee shop, 
place the book by his side, and stay with who- 
ever turned up as long a time as it took to 
satisfy his curiosity, or as short a time as it took 
to finish a cup of coffee. With the streets freed 
of private cars, individuals might wander freely 
through the city and explore the profuse teach- 
ing materials that exist not only in museums 
and libraries but in laboratories, storefronts, 
zoos, tool shops, cinemas and computer 
centres. And meanwhile the true teachers, the 
intellectual masters, would wait, presumably at 
home, for their self-chosen disciples to call on 
them. 


Richard Wollheim, “Ivan Illich,” The Listener 
(December 16, 1971), р. 826. 
20. See James Coleman, “Education in Modern 
Society,” in Computers, Communications and the 
Public Interest, ed. Martin Greenberger (Baltimore, 
1971). 
21. This is Rousseau’s portrait of Emile at the end 
of his childhood: 


He does not know the meaning of habit, 
routine and custom; what he did yesterday has 
no control over what he is doing today; he 
follows no rules, submits to no authority, 
copies no pattern, and only acts or speaks as he 
pleases. So do not expect set speeches or 
studied manners from him, but just the faithful 
expression of his thoughts and the conduct that 
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springs from his inclinations. Emile (New York, 
1911), p. 125. 


22. John Dewey, Art as Experience (New York; 
Capricorn edition, 1958; original publication, 
1934), p. 275. 

23. I have presented these ideas, in larger historical 
and philosophical detail, in my book, The Reform- 
ing of General Education (New York, 1966). See, 
especially, chap. 4, “Тће Need for Reform: Some 
Philosophical Presuppositions," and chap. 6, “А 
New Rationale." The quotation is from the Anchor 
edition (1968), p. 151. 

24. Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 
ed. J. P. Mayer and Max Lerner (New York, 1966), 
Author's Introduction, pp. 3, 5—6. 

25. Christopher Jencks et al., Inequality, p. 8. 

26. Jerome Karabel, "Perspectives on Open Ad- 
missions," p. 42. 

27. This was an argument made more than sixty 
years ago by W. H. Mallock, a British skeptic about 
democracy and perhaps the most able conservative 
thinker of the late nineteenth century. In The 
Limits of Pure Democracy (1917) Mallock argues 
that civilization proceeds only from the ability of a 
creative few and that complete equality would 
mean the end of economic progress and culture, In 
this respect, he writes: “The demand for equality 
of opportunity may, indeed, wear on the surface of 
it certain revolutionary aspects; but it is in reality— 
it is in its very nature—a symptom of moderation, 
or rather of an unintended conservatism, of which 
the masses of normal men cannot, if they would, 
divest themselves. ... The desire for equality of 
opportunity—the desire for the right to rise—is a 
desire [for] some postion or condition which is 
not equal, but which is, on the contrary, superior 
to any position or condition which is achievable by 
the talents of all." Cited in Raymond Williams, 
Culture and Society (London, 1958), pp. 164—165. 
28. Executive Order 11246, September 1965, 
cited in Earl Raab, “Quotas By Any Other Name,” 
Commentary (January 1972), p. 41. 

29, The document is formally known as "Equality 
of Educational Opportunity," Report of the Office 
of Education to the Congress and the President, 
U.S. Printing Office (July 1966), pp. 731. 

The first discussion of the report was in The 
Public Interest, no. 4 (Summer 1966), where Cole- 
man summarized his conclusions in an article, 
“Equal Schools or Equal Students." The quotation 
ађоуе is from p. 73 (emphasis added). As the 
debate widened, Coleman discussed the implica- 
tions of the report in The Public Interest, no. 9 
(Fall 1967), in the article “Toward Open Schools." 
He argued for the utility of integration on the 
following grounds: 


The finding is that students do better when 
they are in schools where their fellow students 
come from backgrounds strong in educational 
motivation and resources. The results might be 
paraphrased by the statement that the educa- 
tional resources provided by a child's fellow 
students are more important for his achieve- 
ment than are the resources provided by the 
school board. This effect appears to be particu- 
larly great for students who themselves come 
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from educationally-deprived backgrounds. For 
example, it is about twice as great for Negroes 
as for whites. 


But since family background is so important, Cole- 
man warned 


The task of increasing achievement of lower- 
class children cannot be fully implemented by 
school integration, even if integration were 
wholly achieved—and the magnitude of racíal 
and class concentrations in large cities indicates 
that it is not likely to be achieved soon (pp. 
21-22). 


The most comprehensive discussion of the Cole- 
man Report took place in a three-year seminar at 
Harvard University initiated by Daniel P. Moyni- 
han. The various papers analyzing the report, and 
Coleman's reply to his critics, are in On Equal- 
ity of Educational Opportunity, ed. Frederick 
Mosteller and Daniel P. Moynihan (New York, 
1972). 

30. 1 have profited here from Diane Ravitch's 
acute reading of the Mosteller and Moynihan book 
in Change (May 1972). 

31. Inequality, pp. 8—9. 

Jencks's key argument, to repeat, is that “eco- 
nomic success seems to depend on varieties of luck 
and on-the-job competence that are only moder- 
ately related to family background, schooling, or 
Scores on standardized tests." And, as he con- 
cludes, “Nobody seems able to say exactly what 
‘competence’ in this sense entails, including em- 
ployers who pay huge sums for it, but it does not 
seem to be at all similar from one job to another. 
This makes it hard to imagine a strategy for equaliz. 
ing such competence. A strategy for equalizing 
luck is even harder to conceive.” 

Since the factors which make for success are, 
for Jencks, simply wayward, there is no ethical 
justification for large disparities in income and 
status, and since one cannot equalize luck in order 
to create equal opportunity, one should seek to 
equalize results. 

While Jencks's findings are important against 
the vulgar Marxist notion that inheritance of social 
class background is all-important in determining the 
place of the child—since there is social mobility 
in the U.S., about one-third of all children end up 
below their parents—and they disprove, once again, 
the stilted American myth that each person of 
ability finds a place commensurate with his merit, 
the inability to find a consistent set of relation- 
ships leads Jencks to emphasize “luck” as a major 
factor. But in his analysis, “luck” is really only a 
residual factor which is inserted because all other 
variables do not correlate highly. In and of itself, 
luck cannot be measured as a positive variable. 
While it may be true, as many studies show, that 
there is a low correlation between the career one 
thinks a man is educating himself for and the final 
outcomes, and that there is a measure of “luck” 
about the job one finds in relation to one's talents, 
the fact remains, nevertheless, that to keep that 
job, particularly at the professional level, a high 
degree of talent and hard work is required to 
succeed. 

By emphasizing “luck” Jencks seeks to use the 
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randomness of a roulette occupational wheel to 
minimize the earned quality of success. And it may 
be that there is much more luck to the occupa- 
tional system than Marxists or meritocrats would 
like to admit. Yet “common observation” (that 
other residual category of analysis) would indicate 
that—again on the professional level at least—hard 
work is a necessary condition for success, and that 
if a rough equality of opportunity has allowed one 
man to go further than another, he has earned the 
unequal reward—income, status, authority—which 
goes with that success. The important question of 
justice—as I argue later—is really “how much” un- 
equal reward, in what dimensions, and for what. 
32. Classical Marxism always eschewed the task of 
creating a normative ethic for socialism. Kautsky, 
for example, in his Ethics and the Materialist Con- 
ception of History, argued that socialism was a 
“necessary” outcome of human evolution, and did 
not have to be justified in moral terms. It was 
dissatisfaction with this view which led a number 
of pre-World War I socialist philosophers, princi- 
pally Max Adler, to provide a neo-Kantian argu- 
ment—the superior use of Reason in a socialist 
order—as the basis of its desirability. The victory of 
Bolshevism after 1917, and the spread of Marxism- 
Leninism, reasserted the eschatological vision as 
the basis of socialism. 

33. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1971), p. 3. 

Justice, for Rawls, does not encapsulate all the 
energies of the society; it is a principle of distribu- 
tive standards, and is itself part of a larger social 
ideal to which a society commits itself. He writes: 


A conception of social justice, then, is to be 
regarded as providing in the first instance a 
standard whereby the distributive aspects of the 
basic structure of society are to be assessed. 
This standard, however, is not to be confused 
with the principles defining the other virtues, 
for the basic structure, and social arrangements 
generally may be efficient or inefficient, liberal 
or illiberal, and many other things, as well as 
just or unjust. A complete conception defining 
principles for all the virtues of the basic struc- 
ture, together with the respective weights when 
they conflict, is more than a conception of 
justice; it is a social ideal, The principles of 
justice are but a part, although perhaps the 
most important part of such a conception. A 
social ideal in turn is connected with a concep- 
tion of society, a vision of the way in which the 
aims and purposes of social cooperation are to 
be understood. ... Fully to understand a con- 
ception of justice we must make explicit the 
conception of social cooperation from which it 
derives (ibid., pp. 9-10). 


(All citations in this section are from Rawls’s 
book; page citations appear at the end of each 
quotation.) 

34. The idea of fairness necessarily assumes a 
social tabula rasa, Rawls writes: 


In justice as fairness the original position of 
equality corresponds to the state of nature in 
the traditional theory of the social contract. 
This original position is not, of course, thought 


633 


of as an actual historical state of affairs, much 
less as a primitive condition of culture. It is 
understood as a purely hypothetical situation 
characterized so as to lead to a certain concep- 
tion of justice. Among the essential features of 
this situation is that no one knows his place in 
society, his class position or social status, nor 
does anyone know his fortune in the distribu- 
tion of natural assets and abilities, his intelli- 
gence, strength and the like. I shall even assume 
that the parties do not know their conceptions 
of the good or their special psychological 
propensities. The principles of justice are 
chosen behind a veil of ignorance. This ensures 
that no one is advantaged or disadvantaged in 
the choice of principles by the outcome of 
natural chance or the contingency of social 
circumstances. Since all are similarly situated 
and no one is able to design principles to favor 
his particular condition, the principles of justice 
are the result of a fair agreement or bargain (p. 
12). 


35. A final formulation by Rawls, having to do 
with priority and rankings, appears on his pp. 
302—303. For the purposes of our argument we 
can stay with the initial formulations. 

36. As Rawls further notes, "The naturally ad- 
vantaged are not to gain merely because they are 
more gifted, but only to cover the costs of training 
and education and for using their endowments in 
ways that help the less fortunate as well” (p. 101). 
See, too, the discussion on p. 104 about whether 
individuals "deserve" the advantage of natural 
capacities. 

37. In an interesting comparison, Rawls (like 
Rousseau) takes the metaphor of the family as the 
model for this principle. “The family in its ideal 
conception, and often in practice, is one place 
where the principle of maximizing the sum of 
advantages is rejected. Members of a family com- 
monly do not wish to gain unless they can do so in 
ways that further the interests of the rest, Now 
wanting to act on the difference principle has pre- 
cisely this consequence" (p. 105). The difficulty 
with this argument—if one regards society as the 
family writ large—is that the family, as Freud has 
argued, holds together by love, which is specific. 
One loves one's wife and children—and tries to pass 
on one's advantages to them, Where love is gen- 
eralized to the society, it becomes “aim-inhibited” 
(because one loves all) and is consequently weak 
and ineffective, For this reason, Freud argued that 
communism is impossible in the larger society. See 
Civilization and Its Discontents, Standard Edition 
of the Complete Psychological Writings of Sigmund 
Freud, vol. xxi (London, 1961), pp. 112—113. 

38. An earlier, slightly variant, version by Rawls 
appears on p. 62. The later version, emphasizing 
the advantage to the least favored, is more relevant 
to my argument. One can say in this context that 
utilitarianism, which is the logic of bourgeois eco- 
nomics, follows the indifference principle in that 
each person pursues his own goods independent of 
the others, and the invisible hand coordinates the 
society. 

39. The claims of the poor are, of course, among 
the oldest traditions in Western thought and are 
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central to the idea of Christian love. But Christian 
love—charity as caritas—accepted the poor as 
worthy in themselves and loved the poor as poor 
without endowing them with higher qualities than 
they possessed. In that sense, classic Protestant 
liberalism—with its sympathy and humanitari- 
anism, rather than love—corroded the social 
conscience of the Catholic world. From a different 
source, the romanticizing of the poor, a tradition 
going back to Villon, also led to the erosion of 
caritas toward the poor. (For a defense of Christian 
love as the basis of society, and a biting attack on 
English moral philosophy, i.e. Hutcheson, Adam 
Smith, Hume, see Max Scheler, op. cit., section IV, 
pp. 114—137.) 

40. It is striking that Rawls, like Jencks, does not 
discuss either “work” or “effort”—as if those who 
had succeeded, in the university, or in business or 
government, had done so largely by contingent 
circumstances of fortune or social background. 
There is a discussion of meritocracy, but not of 
merit. This itself is a measure of how far we have 
moved from nineteenth-century values. 

It is equally striking that, in the “social-atten- 
tion cycle," the policy concern a decade ago was 
with “excellence.” The Stern Fund sponsored a 
major study on the identification of excellence; 
John Gardner wrote a book entitled Excellence: 
Can We Be Equal and Excellent Too? (New York, 
1961), At that time, meritocracy was a positive 
word—so much so that Merrill Peterson, in his 
magisterial biography of Thomas Jefferson, said 
that, had Jefferson known the term, he would have 
used it to define his “natural aristocracy.” Today 
the concern is almost entirely with equality and 
the disadvantaged. Will the “social-attention cycle” 
come full circle in the future? 

41. See, for example, the work of R. M. Maclver, 
The More Perfect Union: A Program for the Con- 
trol of Inter-group Discrimination (New York, 
1948), and on the religious side, John Courtney 
Murray, We Hold These Truths: Reflections on the 
American Proposition (New York, 1960). 

42. Rawls, op. cit., p. 98. The criterion of using 
half of the median was also advanced by Victor 
Fuchs in “Redefining Poverty,” The Public In- 
terest, no. 8 (Summer 1967). 

43. For an elaboration of these two concepts and 
their application to the subjective sense of fairness, 
see W. G. Runciman, Relative Deprivation and 
Social Justice (London, 1966). 

44. In classical ethical theory, the good is defined 
as independent of individual satisfaction. Aristotle 
distinguished between "being good" and “feeling 
good.” A person having an adulterous affair feels 
good but is not being good. 

45. What if the “least fortunate” are there by their 
own choice? Christopher Jencks points out while 
“we have already eliminated virtually all economic 
and academic obstacles to earning a high school 
diploma...one student in five still drops out.” 
And while one may guarantee working-class fami- 
lies the same educational opportunities as middle- 
class families, what happens if they don’t want to 
use this opportunity. Society may have an obliga- 
tion to those who are kept down or cannot ad- 
vance because it is not their fault. But if individ- 
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uals—for cultural or psychological reasons—do not 
avail themselves of opportunities, is it the society’s 
responsibility—as the prior obligation—to devote 
resources to them? But if not, how does one distin- 
guish between the genuinely disadvantaged and 
those who are not? This is the inextricable diffi- 
culty of social policy. 

46. For the previous discussion of the Arrow 
theorem, see chap. 5. Rawls avoids the difficulty of 
the Arrow impossibility theorem by rejecting the 
condition of majority rule, As he writes: 


It is evident from the preceding remarks that 
the procedure of majority rule, however it is 
defined and circumscribed, has a subordinate 
place as a procedural device. The justification 
for it rests squarely on the political ends that 
the constitution is designed to achieve, and 
therefore on the two principles of justice. ... A 
fundamental part of the majority principle is 
that the procedure should satisfy the conditions 
of background justice.... When this back- 
ground is absent, the first principle of justice is 
not satisfied; yet even when it is present, there 
is no assurance that just legislation will be en- 
acted. 

There is nothing to the view, then, that what 
the majority wills is right. ... This question is 
one of political judgment and does not belong 
to the theory of justice. It suffices to note that 
while citizens normally submit their conduct to 
democratic authority, that is, recognize the out- 
come of a vote as establishing a binding rule, 
other things equal, they do not submit their 
judgment to it (p. 356). 


Rawls is right of course, as with most traditional 
conceptions of justice, that the action of a ma- 
jority does not make any decision just. The 
tyranny of a majority has long been recognized as a 
source of injustice, as much as the tyranny of a 
despot. The procedural question, however, is 
whether, as a consistent rule there is any better 
method than majority vote, subject to the demo- 
cratic check of a minority having the right and 
ability to change the decision and become a ma- 
jority, in reaching consensus. 

Rawls seeks to avoid the Arrow dilemma by 
specifying a “veil of ignorance" when the initial 
social contract is bargained. Since each man does 
not know how well he might do, it is to his interest 
to gain at least a minimum prize. Thus, each man 
would accept a set of rules that maximizes the 
chance of winning at least a minimum prize, and he 
would therefore also want to make that minimum 
prize as large as possible. Presumably, such veiled 
bargaining should move the prizes (i.e. the primary 
social goods, such as income, self-respect, etc.) to 
the mean. Yet as Lester Thurow points out: 


Although maximizing the minimum prize seems 
egalitarian, it need not be.... Rawls believes 
that the trickle-down effect is so large that it 
would be impossible to design economic activi- 
ties that concentrated income gains among high 
income groups. As an economist I do not share 
this faith. There are many economic activities 
with marginal amounts of trickle-down. To be 
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really egalitarian social rules would have to 
state that individuals must choose those eco- 
nomic activities with the largest trickle-down 
effects (“А Search for Economic Equity," The 
Public Interest, [Spring 19731). 


Thus, some coercive device may be necessary to 
achieve the desired outcome of a set of rules that 
will maximize the minimum prize, or give priority 
to the disadvantaged. 

47. See Wassily Leontieff, “The Trouble with 
Cuban Socialism,” New York Review of Books 
(January 7, 1971). 

48. For a review of the data, and the argument, 
see Otto Eckstein, *The Economics of the '60s, A 
Backward Look," The Public Interest, no. 19 
(Spring 1970). 

49, This is by now a commonplace argument, used 
tediously, often by apologetic propagandists for 
e enterprise. But this does not make it—as an 
historical fact—less true. For some striking com- 
parisons on the exact amount of decrease of dis- 
parity, see Jean Fourastie, The Causes of Wealth 
(Glencoe, Ill. 1960), previously cited. 

50. For Tocqueville’s discussion of this phe- 
nomenon, see The Old Regime and the French 
Revolution (New York, 1955), part III, chaps. 4 
and 5, esp. pp. 176—181, 186—187. 

51. Rawls writes: “Опе is not allowed to justify 
differences in income or organizational powers on 
the ground that the disadvantages of those in one 
position are outweighed by the greater advantages 
of those in another. Much less can infringements of 
liberty be counterbalanced in this way" (op. cit., 
pp. 64—65). 

His argument is puzzling. In any interdependent 
society one forgoes certain liberties—in traffic and 
zoning regulations—to enhance others, Nor is it 
clear why one has to redress inequalities in every 


sphere rather than allow individuals to choose 
which sphere represents the most nagging in- 
equality to them. 

As a political principle, it is unlikely that any 
single rule can dominate a polity without disrup- 
tion. Aristotle distinguished between two kinds of 
justice, numerical equality (equality of result) and 
equality based on merit. As he concluded: “To lay 
it down that equality shall be exclusively of one 
kind or another is a bad thing, as is shown by what 
happens in practice; no constitution lasts long that 
is constructed on such a basis." Aristotle's Politics, 
trans. T. A. Sinclair (London, 1966), pp. 191—192. 
52. For a discussion of the context of this anti-in- 
tellectualism, see Lionel Trilling, Mind in the 
Modern World, The 1972 Jefferson Lecture in the 
Humanities (New York, 1973). 

53. №. С. Runciman, “ ‘Social’ Equality," Philo- 
sophical Quarterly, XVII (1967), reprinted in his 
Sociology In Its Place (London, 1970). 

54. The Second Discourse, pp. 174—175. In his 
economic lottery, Rawls would be forced to rule 
out the envious man. As Lester Thurow puts it: 
“Suppose the worst-off man were envious. In this 
case anything that lowers the income of better-off 
people faster than it lowers the income of the 
worst-off man maximizes the minimum prize. If 
envy were not ruled out, maximizing the minimum 
prize could lead to zero incomes for everyone." 

Pareto, in his discussion of utility, argued that 
when income disparities are reduced, individuals 
seek to increase the inequalities in status and 
power (The Mind and Society [New York, 1935], 
vol. IV, sect. 2128—2145). For a further discussion 
of this question in relation to scarcity and abun- 
dance, see the next section, particularly the argu- 
ment in footnote 126. 

55. “ ‘Social’ Equality,” p. 211. 


37. A Strategy for Equity: Recurrent Education and Industrial 


Democracy 


TOM SCHULLER and JARL BENGTSSON 


We argue in this essay for a policy of recur- 
rent education. In doing so we follow a 
theory of the relation between economy 
(the structure of productive relations) and 
education (the reproduction of social rela- 
tions) which begins by accepting a cor- 
respondence between class and status on the 
one hand, and the structure of education on 
the other. This relation is perceived as inter- 


This article.appears here for the first time. 


active in the sense of allowing both a modi- 
fication of the relations of production 
through educational change and at the same 
time a certain responsiveness in the educa- 
tional system to changes in the character of 
work. Educational change is held to be pos- 
sible as a result of deliberate planning, the 
outcome of free debate, and the exercise of 
democratic political will. Within a theo- 
retical framework of this kind our analysis 
and prescription for educational reform are 
put forward as a contribution to the debate. 
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1: MORE OF THE SAME? 


The extension of compulsory education, at 
least in the developed countries, has just 
about reached its limits. The same battle has 
been fought again and again to assure all 
children, rather than simply a privileged 
minority, the right to a basic education, and 
compulsion has generally been seen as the 
most effective way of overcoming both the 
hesitations of the group concerned and the 
obstructiveness of those whose interests lie 
in preserving educational exclusiveness and 
in disposing of an abundant supply of 
young, and hence cheap, manpower. Simi- 
larly, post-compulsory education has under- 
gone an enormous expansion over the last 
two decades (roughly 8.5 percent per annum 
in higher education in OECD countries), 
partly as a function of deliberate measures 
designed to enlarge opportunity and partly 
in response to increased demand generated 
by the extension of compulsory education. 
Progress has been crudely measured by en- 
rollment rates and, what is more, by 
enrollment rates amongst the younger gen- 
eration. “We are apt to speak and think as if 
our problem were an extension of our 
present educational system to the masses 
whom it does not yet reach. More teachers, 
more schools, and bring the rest of the popu- 
lation into them. But it is not as simple as 
that."' Indeed not, but problems of mea- 
surement have, until recently, discouraged 
attempts at a comprehensive assessment of 
the effects of educational expenditure, and 
an unholy, if unwritten, alliance between 
institutional inertia and educational purism 
has inhibited discussion of any radical modi- 
fication in the distribution of resources.” 

It is often difficult adequately to judge 
the success of policies when the relative im- 
pact of alternative measures must remain 
purely hypothetical. To condemn the ex- 
pansion ‘described above as having failed, for 
instance, to achieve greater social equity ig- 
nores the possibility that without it such 
progress as has been made would have been 
less substantial or even negative. Yet confi- 
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dence in the efficacy of education and in the 
value of educational reform has plummeted 
over the last few years, provoking a marked 
reluctance to maintain a continually rising 
investment, as research increasingly exposes 
education’s apparent impotence in the face 
of prevailing social conditions.? Hence the 
claim of education to a growing share of 
limited resources is likely to find fewer and 
fewer supporters unless the resources al- 
located to it are more effectively deployed. 
Once the need to relate education to other 
policies has been recognized, however, a 
rethinking of its structures may yet help to 
eradicate some of its most obvious weak- 
nesses: lack of success in meeting the 
changing needs of youth, especially those of 
the adolescent population; failure to cater 
adequately to its potential adult clientele; 
disappointing contribution to redressing in- 
equality; inability to provide an adequate 
framework for integrating theory and prac- 
tice; and, in particular, indifference to 
changes in the world of work. 

One response to the perception of these 
weaknesses and of their causes has been the 
collection of a sheaf of allied measures under 
the heading of recurrent education.? The 
exact number and nature of the stalks which 
go to make up this sheaf are matters for 
debate, but the basic aim is to modify the 
educational system so that access to it is not 
confined to the individual's early years, but 
is available at intervals, in alternation with 
work or other activities, over his or her life- 
time. For such a policy to be coherent, it 
must be constructed along two axes: a verti- 
cal one, along which the integration of adult 
education opportunities with initial school- 
ing might be effected, breaking the current 
lockstep by encouraging individuals to defer 
the exercise of their educational rights; and a 
horizontal one, along which educational and 
training provision is coordinated with other 
social and employment policies which affect 
the work and leisure of the population. In 
the following pages we shall first outline, in 
essentially descriptive terms, the rationale 
for such a policy; we shall then consider 
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some counter-arguments, and finish by re- 
ferring briefly to the role recurrent educa- 
tion may play in supporting changes in the 
socio-economic structure. 

Obviously the notion of recurrent educa- 
tion has implications for basic education, 
and equally obviously to argue for it is not 
to suggest that basic education should be left 
unreformed. Nonetheless, the principle of 
recurrence applies essentially to post-com- 
pulsory education. The case for it falls fairly 
neatly under two headings: effectiveness, in 
the sense of the degree to which certain 
methods of resource expenditure achieve 
their objectives, and equity, here understood 
as denoting not absolute uniformity of 
wealth or status but a fairer distribution of 
material and non-material goods. Common 
to both is the proposition that a strong rela- 
tion exists between educational and occupa- 
tional distribution and reform. 

Two of the most important factors de- 
terming education’s effectiveness are motiva- 
tion and change. The relationship between 
motivation and achievement has been re- 
peatedly observed, generally via the de- 
pressing truth of its converse: the vicious 
circle of lack of success and absence of moti- 
vation.® The existing system means, per- 
versely, that the earlier one dismounts from 
the educational train the more difficulty one 
has in clambering back on. Recognizing this, 
teachers often concentrate their efforts on 
securing for their less successful pupils at 
least a basic qualification, and, in spite of 
the fact that such minimal qualification may 
serve only to guide this class into a restricted 
occupational stratum, these efforts deserve 
admiration, not denigration; but there would 
be less heat and more light if those currently 
disaffected—although not only they, of 
course—were guaranteed the opportunity to 
return later, choosing for themselves when 
and what to study and hence appreciating 
more for themselves the value of education. 

The argument does not at all apply only 
to recalcitrant learners. In most subjects, and 
for most people (teachers at all levels in- 
cluded), wider experience will help the stu- 


dent to define more clearly what he wants to 
learn, and provide him with pegs on which 
to hang his theoretical learning. The com- 
plex maturation of ability, with its interplay 
of genetic and environmental factors, 
will often be better served by later oppor- 
tunities, provided that the teaching methods 
and curricula are appropriate to adult learn- 
ing processes.” It is, moreover, a common- 
place—but one comparatively unrecognized 
in policy terms—that capacity to learn de- 
teriorates with lack of use, and that immense 
potential for general and vocational learning 
is currently not simply underutilized but in 
fact dissipated through effective lack of op- 
portunity. In short, evidence from psycho- 
logical research and common sense point in 
the same direction.® 

Two side-effects of measures enabling 
adults to return to education should be men- 
tioned at this point. If recurrent education 
develops, there will be an increase in mixed 
age-groups participating in education, where 
one can, without being too ingenuous, look 
for a valuable interchange between mature 
adults and younger students in place of the 
current highly homogeneous age stratifica- 
tion. Second, ever since the Plowden Re- 
port there has been a steadily growing 
awareness of the decisive effect of parental 
attitudes on the educational achievement of 
their children. The relevance of recurrent 
education lies not so much in the direct 
communication of this awareness through 
parent education: it is more that parents 
who are themselves currently involved in 
education are very much more likely as a 
result to take a positive interest in their 
child’s educational development than some- 
one whose last contact with educational in- 
stitutions was more than twenty years 
earlier—and probably less than idyllic at 
that.? 

The incidence of change is a platitude, its 
rate less easy to demonstrate but universally 
accepted as accelerating. The proliferation of 
knowledge and the obsolescence of skills 
have stimulated an enormous growth in 
expenditure on in-service training and have 
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provided much of the impetus behind the 
development of schemes allowing educa- 
tional leave of absence from work. In 
France, for instance, the 1971 law on forma- 
tion continue allows up to 2 percent of a 
firm’s labor force to take leave of absence at 
any one time, and requires a minimum pro- 
portion of the wage bill—the target is 2 per- 
cent by 1976—to be devoted to the fi- 
nancing of such leave; the preamble to the 
law proclaims as objectives individual and 
social fulfillment as well as vocational de- 
velopment, but at present it is the latter 
which dominates. In many other countries, 
increasing sums are spent on a panoply of 
training schemes. As usual, then, the quick- 
est reaction has been prompted by economic 
imperatives, together with the demands of 
professional competence, but the issue 
cannot be restricted to vocational training, 
however broadly conceived, and some 
measures—such as the agreement negotiated 
by the Italian Metalworkers Union allowing 
its members 150 hours paid leave over a 
period of three years—give the worker the 
effective right to decide on what sort of 
study he or she wishes to pursue whether or 
not it is closely related to his job. 

In any event, as far as responsiveness to 
change is concerned, the same reasons which 
have led enterprises and professions to main- 
tain their adaptability through recurrent 
training apply equally to society in general. 
However, change is not something which 
takes place in a vacuum and which only 
subsequently requires a reaction. To see it as 
such is to accept basic structures and trends 
as in some way given, a fundamentally con- 
servative position best typified in the view of 
technological developments as inherently 
neutral. If, on the other hand, the aim is to 
control change so that its effects are socially 
beneficial, it is not a question of allowing 
the labor force to adapt to new techniques 
or of helping the population passively to 
comprehend what is happening in society. 
Many of the changes in occupational struc- 
tures demand not more skill but less, in 
thatthey have reduced the job content to 
even more elementary and degrading opera- 


SCHULLER AND BENGTSSON 


tions;!! the argument, therefore, is not so 
much that increased training efforts are re- 
quired to meet the intrinsic demands of the 
job as that there must be opportunities for 
people to learn to assess individual and col- 
lective needs, and to inform themselves suf- 
ficiently to be able to participate actively in 
deciding which changes are to be supported 
and which rejected. 

Here the ideological function of the dis- 
tinction conventionally drawn between voca- 
tional and non-vocational education needs to 
be pointed out. It not only reflects but rein- 
forces the division which obtains for most 
working people between their job and the 
rest of their life, by limiting the “voca- 
tional” element to the content of the job 
rather than allowing it to refer to the social 
and economic context in which the job, and 
the enterprise, exist. A course for managers 
might well include broader elements, for in- 
stance of psychology or sociology, since it is 
regarded as part of the management function 
to control the effects of social and economic 
movements on the operations of the enter- 
prise. By contrast, the study of such areas by 
those below the management level is classi- 
fied as non-vocational (and hence as falling 
outside many of the agreements for release 
from work and financial support), as though 
the average worker’s interest in those aspects 
of his job were necessarily largely incidental 
and spare-time. 

The relationship of education to the dis- 
tribution of control is, as so often, sym- 
biotic: access to learning opportunities is 
essential for the initial taking of decisions, 
and the implications of these decisions will 
inevitably require the further acquisition of 
knowledge and skills. Experience has shown, 
moreover, that when a reorganization of 
working patterns has brought training op- 
portunities in its wake, this has in turn 
stimulated a vigorous demand for broader 
education. 

We have so far described the ways in 
which an educational system which allows 
repeated alternation of education and other 
activities may function more effectively than 
the present structure. Partial recognition of 
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this is implicit in a variety of developments, 
such as reformed admission policies, the 
growth of modular courses, and the spread 
of techniques which allow teaching to be 
carried out at a distance.'? Although it will 
already be clear that this effectiveness is not 
a neutral, mechanistic concept but assumes 
the political hue of the society in which it 
operates, it is time to deal more explicitly 
with the issue of equity and the way in 
which recurrent education may help progress 
towards this objective. 

There are two points to be made against 
the likelihood of a further extension of 
initial education achieving greater equity, 
however radically its character may be 
changed. The first is that in all developed 
countries compulsory education now con- 
tinues to the age of fifteen or sixteen, and 
by that time the prospects for educational 
progress in the immediate future are basi- 
cally already determined and would in rela- 
tive terms be only marginally affected by an 
expansion of directly sequential further edu- 
cation.? There is, it is true, a small propor- 
tion of those who leave school at the 
minimum age who do so reluctantly, and 
equity demands that they should be given 
the financial support, lacking at present, to 
enable them to continue if they wish. But 
the great majority of this age-group have 
already had enough of formal schooling by 
this time—and the proportion would proba- 
bly be greater if it weren't absolutely clear 
that to drop out at this point is to compro- 
mise, often irremediably, one's whole future. 
Attempts to reform basic education so that 
it caters to the needs of the whole popula- 
tion must continue, especially in offering a 
genuine choice between continuing directly 
and returning later to education, but it 
would be hugely over-optimistic to suppose 
that even a drastically modified system of 
basic education would of itself provide 
everyone with equal opportunities for the 
future—quite apart from the further inequal- 
ities between generations which would result 
from such a modification itself. 

Let us assume, then, that it is wholly 
impracticable to envisage everyone's termi- 


nating his initial education similarly quali- 
fied (whether the qualifications are formal, 
in the shape of certificates, or not). Hence, 
the view of education as a service largely 
confined to the initial period of one's life 
implies that the egalitarian target is the 
broader spread of educational achievement 
over social classes in the hope that this will 
increase social mobility and reduce social 
inequality, presumably on at least a partially 
meritocratic basis. However satisfying this 
might be from the statistical point of view, 
and however much it would represent real 
progress compared with the current situa- 
tion, it can hardly be considered as a solu- 
tion to the problem of inequitable dis- 
tribution. In the first place, it implicitly 
overestimates the independent influence of 
initial education. More particularly, by 
restricting itself to the period of initial 
education (however long that may be), it 
crucially circumscribes its application and 
the potential of education for achieving 
greater equity. The problem requires redefi- 
nition: if education is seen as recurring over 
the individual’s lifetime, one can envisage a 
rolling concern for those who are, for what- 
ever reason, worst placed—in other words, a 
constant commitment to rectifying social 
inequalities, as opposed to a once-for-all 
attempt to give the race a fair start. 

The second argument against expanding 
initial education is pragmatic and simple, but 
nonetheless crucial: if it were carried out to 
any significant degree it would absorb an 
enormous amount of resources, which would 
then be available neither for other parts of 
the education service, nor for any other 
sectors of society. If we are serious about 
analyzing and changing the role of education 
in society, the conflicts between the various 
claimants on limited resources must be 
acknowledged. “Recurrent education" repre- 
sents a policy proposal because it suggests 
not the blithe saturation of society with 
educational provision, but a different way of 
deploying existing resources. 

Why should deferment of learning oppor- 
tunities offer more chance for their 
equitable distribution? In the first place, it 
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would prevent the distribution of post- 
compulsory educational resources from 
being determined solely by initial success 
which is so strongly correlated with social 
background.'* Moreover, its structure is 
inherently more suitable for redressing the 
imbalances which currently place two major 
sectors of the population, the older genera- 
tion and women, at such a disadvantage. 
Whatever progress has been made in reducing 
inequality within given age cohorts, one of 
its corollaries has been the widening of the 
intergenerational gap, which can only be 
reduced by a positive effort to favor the 
return of adults to education.’ Inequality 
between the sexes is even more pervasive 
than that between generations. Where recur- 
rent education has a particular contribution 
to make is in helping to free women from 
the choice which so often confronts them 
between the mutually exclusive alternatives 
of pursuing a career and having children. 
Obviously, the problems of equality for 
women cannot be solved only—or indeed 
chiefly-by a reform of the educational 
system, but a pattern of recurring opportu- 
nities for learning is better suited to their 
life-cycle. 

The introduction of employment issues 
into a subject classified as educational 
inevitably raises several hackles, quite pos- 
sibly because it raises awkward questions 
concerning the ugly nature of work. The 
most straightforward response to the 
defenders of education’s purity is the 
reminder that any policy which claims to 
reach the majority of the population has no 
choice but to enter the workplace. More- 
over, the process is two-way: what is sug- 
gested is a tighter relationship between the 
worlds of education and work, not a subjec- 
tion of the former to the latter. An active 
manpower policy which influences as well as 
responds to movements in the labor market 
fully complements recurrent education, in 
that both approaches insist on the need to 
take demand into account as well as supply. 
Thus while the former involves such de- 
mand-side measures as deliberate job crea- 
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tion and regional development as counter- 
parts to vocational training and guidance, 
the latter underlines the reciprocal relation- 
ship which obtains between education and 
the workplace. 

This reciprocity must be given particular 
prominence in any analysis of the prospects 
for industrial democracy. The different 
forms which this chameleon concept may 
assume are likely to be faithfully reflected in 
the types of education which accompany it. 
At a minimal level—the micro-technical, as it 
has been called! —there may be wider 
acquisition of such skills as are called for by 
a policy of job enlargement, and it is this 
which has provided much of the thrust 
behind the move towards educational leave 
of absence, which has taken concrete form 
in several countries and is therefore of con- 
siderable, if limited, significance." Any 
more comprehensive form must involve the 
redistribution of control; what needs to be 
stressed in this context is that its partici- 
pants, as well as having theoretical access to 
relevant information, must also dispose of 
appropriate skills in handling that informa- 
tion and in relating it to their position. An 
informed population is a sine qua non of 
democracy industrial or social. 

The extension of individual choice and 
the improvement of adult learning opportu- 
nities are wholly unobjectionable aims, but 
once they are given concrete policy form, 
they will begin to encounter opponents who 
discern in them practical consequences 
inimical to their own interests. Initially, such 
opposition may come from those whose 
professional role and functions are defined 
by the existing structure, and who do not 
wish to see modifications in the boundaries 
of the subject they teach or the area they 
administer. An adult returning to education, 
for example, is likely to be interested less in 
pursuing an orthodox single-discipline course 
than in acquiring the skills necessary to solve 
particular problems which he has encoun- 
tered, and this represents a challenge to 
teachers accustomed to providing the former 
type of education. Others may support the 
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extension of adult opportunities only in so 
far as this enables existing institutions to 
maintain their current recruitment patterns, 
and would veer rapidly into opposition if it 
were proposed that those very institutions 
should be integrally involved in furnishing 
the new opportunities. Disagreement may 
occur between those who interpret recurrent 
education as the development of adult 
education and training programs into a 
system running parallel to formal post- 
compulsory provision, and those who see it 
as involving the unification of the youth and 
adult sectors and the integration of formal 
and non-formal provision, breaking down 
the administrative and psychological barriers 
which currently inhibit those involved in 
formal education from responding to exter- 
nal events and prevent those outside from 
profiting from existing facilities. 

Yet even if this latter interpretation is 
accepted and implemented, it would be 
disingenuous to expect unanimity as a result. 
We do not subscribe to the notion that an 
improved flow of information will automati- 
cally induce harmonious social and labor 
relations—on the contrary, one consequence 
is likely to be the intensification of debate, 
as people begin to exploit their newly- 
developed knowledge and skills. Тһе 
interests of different groups may on occa- 
sion coincide, but they will certainly also 
conflict, and such a sharpening of differ- 
ences may emanate directly from the wider 
diffusion of knowledge in many walks of 
life: the local council, the shop floor, the 
family, perhaps even the political parties. 

At the level of macro policy, we have 
referred already to the integral role of man- 
power policies in a recurrent education 
approach; one should add, finally, that the 
imminence of substantial unemployment 
serves to underline the need for a purposive 
exploitation of education and training capac- 
ity as an immediate buffer, and, in the 
longer term, to draw attention to the poten- 
tial of recurrent education as a counter- 
cyclical instrument of employment policy. 
The satisfactory provision of employment 


opportunities is, after all, an issue which is 
likely to arise whatever the political system 
may be. 


П: FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS 


A variety of criticisms have been leveled at 
the proposed policy of recurrent education, 
ranging from the argument that it would 
simply cost too much to the fundamental 
political charge that what is suggested would 
serve to subordinate the education service 
and its participants to the workings of the 
capitalist system and thereby postpone more 
radical changes in society. In this section, 
therefore, we briefly sketch out the criti- 
cisms and suggest how they might be 
rebutted. 

The first line of attack is directed not so 
much at the notion of recurrent education, 
which may be accepted as intrinsically sensi- 
ble, as at its cost, and depends basically on 
the following argument. A switch to en- 
larged opportunities for adults would entail 
a vast increase in opportunity costs, since 
the incomes foregone by them would be 
much greater than those foregone by 
younger students; moreover, investment in 
the education of the older age-group would 
be comparatively uneconomic as they are 
closer to retirement or death and will there- 
fore yield a smaller overall return.? 

This highly depersonalized approach is 
not only distasteful, but also methodologi- 
cally fragile for a number of reasons. In the 
first place, the whole notion of a precise rate 
of return to educational investment is 
suspect. It is generally calculated on the 
differences between individuals! incomes, 
certain fractions of which are attributed to 
the respective stages of education pursued 
beyond the compulsory school leaving age. 
Yet to attribute, for example, a significant 
part of the superior income enjoyed by a 
fifty-year-old university graduate over a 
coeval high-school leaver directly to the spell 
of education which the former enjoyed some 
thirty years previously is grossly to overload 
that particular instrument of analysis. The 
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enormous difficulty of satisfactorily isolat- 
ing the impact of education on average life- 
time earnings profiles, and the fact that even 
such differentials as are directly attributable 
may derive more from the selective function 
of education than from its intrinsic effect, 
drastically impair the accuracy of the rate of 
return approach as an estimate of the true 
yield to investment in education—to say 
nothing of the more fundamental question 
of how adequate income is as a measure of 
productivity. 

As for the income foregone, it is mislead- 
ing to construct individual profiles without 
taking into account the overall labor situa- 
tion and relevant manpower policies. To 
argue that the productivity of an adult— 
valued, say, at £3,000 per annum—is wholly 
lost if he or she enters on full-time studies 
ignores the possibility of replacing that 
productivity, at least partly, from elsewhere 
through flexible labor deployment. This 
does not necessarily mean a simple one-for- 
one substitution; an active manpower policy 
allows the slack to be taken up, with the 
“vacuum effect” tending to pull under- 
employed workers into the situations left 
vacant by those taking time off for study. In 
general, the enormous problem of unem- 
ployment is likely to stimulate a broader 
approach which will embrace education and 
training as an instrument for preventing and 
countering the underutilization of labor, 2° 
and the coordination of education and 
manpower policies, at both national and 
local levels, is one of the major elements of a 
recurrent education approach. 

Furthermore, the notion of incomes fore- 
gone has no application to those who were 
not earning in the first place, and therefore 
excludes not only the unemployed, as dis- 
cussed in the previous paragraph, but also 
those who are customarily classified as 
outside the workforce. Housewifery is the 
most glaring example of an unremunerated 
occupation which falls outside the scope of 
traditional calculations. 

The value of a woman's work at home (or 
a man's, of course) raises the whole question 
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of externalities, which is quite separate from 
the difficulties involved in the direct attribu- 
tion of income differentials to specific 
periods of education. Most rate of return 
calculations frankly admit the inherent prob- 
lem of quantifying such benefits of educa- 
tion as a greater alertness among parents to 
their children's needs or a generally more 
informed populace." Мапу of the argu- 
ments put forward earlier in support of 
recurrent education are at present not 
readily susceptible to exact quantification, 
but this does not make them any less valid. 
What we are arguing for, therefore, is not the 
flat rejection of cost/benefit analysis, but a 
refusal to make undue obeisance to narrow 
numerical computations, so that even in 
terms of restricted economic investment 
calculations it should be seen that the case 
against recurrent education is ill supported. 
This is especially true in view of the ten- 
dency to focus on private rather than social 
benefits. Of course, the overall cost of a 
system of recurrent education will depend 
on the generosity of provision, and this may 
be greater than at present; our point is that 
resources, whether great or small, would be 
more effectively deployed in enabling adults 
to pursue education in alternation with their 
other activities. 

The cost criticism is generally made by 
those who declare themselves otherwise in 
favor of recurrent education or whose posi- 
tion on its intrinsic merits or demerits 
remains unstated. More direct opposition 
comes from those who argue that measures 
which encourage earlier termination of 
initial education will militate against those 
from lower social backgrounds and will 
therefore constitute a retrograde step to- 
wards greater selectivity and inequality. It 
is predicted that we will find ourselves 
reverting to the pre-expansion era where 
only a minute proportion, whose composi- 
tion is heavily determined by social origin, 
proceed to further education. Moreover, the 
additional opportunities may themselves 
exacerbate the problem—one has only to 
look at the Open University in Britain or the 
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system of formation continue in France to 
see that, whatever their considerable merits, 
they have up to now depressed still fur- 
ther the relative position of disadvantaged 
groups, especially those with least initial 
education." The answer here is that a 
policy of recurrent education does not con- 
sist simply in encouraging people to termi- 
nate initial education earlier and in providing 
opportunities for returning later. If the goal 
of greater equality is seriously adopted, 
measures must be included of positive 
discrimination in favor of those least advan- 
tageously placed. 

These measures would be of several kinds. 
Most directly, admissions policies could be 
weighted in favor of certain categories, to 
the extent of establishing quotas on their 
behalf—in addition to the revision of admis- 
sions policies to give greater credit to work 
experience, a process already particularly 
advanced in Sweden and the United States. 
In financial terms, the coordination of the 
financing of initial and further education 
would correct the regressiveness of the cur- 
rent system; whereas at present the average 
higher education student both comes from a 
more advantaged background and benefits 
far more from public funds than the average 
primary and secondary school pupil, finan- 
cial support could be leveled out or other- 
wise weighted in such a way that the stu- 
dent who decided to continue directly with 
further education would not do so on the 
basis that this would secure for him or 
her—in general permanently, under the pres- 
ent system—access to the better occupa- 
tions and greater financial benefits, but 
would find himself or herself at the back of 
the queue for later entry to study and sup- 
port. Naturally, however, the effectiveness 
of such egalitarian discrimination will de- 
pend on the extent to which the distribu- 
tion of educational opportunity and finan- 
cial support for it is publicly controlled, and 
the probability of its implementation on the 
particular political context. 

In addition to financial and admission 
arrangements, the content of the education 


and the way in which it is offered will affect 
its distribution. The first implies a substan- 
tial overhaul of current curricula and teach- 
ing methods, and comes down basically to 
the question of who should control the 
nature of the education offered.?? But it is 
not only the supply which can be affected; 
the attitude that public responsibility ex- 
tends only to the meeting of expressed 
demand is culpably passive. Here there is 
room for a whole gamut of outreach activi- 
ties, both to ensure that everyone is aware of 
the opportunities available to him and to 
transmit back information on what sort of 
facilities and courses would be appreciated. 
Obvious candidates for responsibility are 
trade unions and those involved in social 
services, who can reach the population at 
their place of work and at home.”* There is, 
in short, a battery of measures which would 
stimulate and meet new demands and, at the 
same time, include the strong element of 
positive discrimination which is necessary to 
avoid the emergence of a “second cream- 
ing," where fresh initiatives depress still 
further the prospects of those right at the 
bottom of the pile. 

Nevertheless, however sharp the teeth in 
these measures are, it would be absurd to 
pretend that recurrent education can on its 
own eradicate the inequities of the existing 
social and economic system. As the inextri- 
cability of education from its broader socio- 
economic context becomes increasingly 
apparent, changes in occupational structures 
are recognized as a necessary counterpart to 
educational reforms which aim at a more 
equitable distribution of opportunities. This 
fact is fully acknowledged in our insistence 
on the need to turn educational policy to 
face manpower policy and developments in 
the workplace. This implies not only recog- 
nizing the interdependence of the two 
worlds, but also the possibility of directly 
shaping educational services to support 
changes in the way occupations are defined 
and allocated. 

Yet to advocate this line is to risk being 
caught in a crossfire. On one side are the 
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purists who argue that education should be 
insulated as far as possible from unhygienic 
contact with the mundane goings-on of 
working life. Training is of course necessary 
for the economic life of society (which after 
all supports its educational institutions), but 
true learning is to be valued more or less in 
inverse proportion to its proximity to the 
world of the wage-packet. Here a distinction, 
albeit a somewhat arbitrary one, needs to be 
drawn between the subordination of the 
content of education to the economic de- 
mands of society in general and enter- 
prises in particular, and the design of 
educational services so that they effectively 
serve the requirements of those who are 
involved in the process of production. The 
answer to the purists is twofold: if the 
majority of the population are to be reached 
more than once during their lifetimes, educa- 
tion must be prepared to get its hands a little 
dirty; and if education is to act as an effec- 
tive agent for change it must adopt as its 
field of operation the area where the balance 
of socio-economic relations is determined.” 

From the other side comes a fusillade of 
political arguments which accuse proponents 
of recurrent education of what might be 
called integrationism. By aligning itself more 
closely with the world of employment, re- 
current education will sustain the present 
system of production by ameliorating its 
functioning and blunting the ideological 
challenge which could be better mounted by 
the maintenance of a clearer distinction 
between education and work. Obviously 
there is a danger that developments such as 
educational leave of absence will be so 
exploited by employers that its benefits 
accrue solely or predominantly to them. 
Already, indeed, predictable problems have 
emerged: for instance, if the individual has 
the right to leave of absence, his exercise of 
this right may be curtailed by obstacles 
placed overtly or covertly in his path, such 
as the virtual refusal to countenance leave 
for study unrelated to the enterprise’s re- 
quirements or the more subtle withholding 
of information which the worker would 
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need in order to know the full extent of his 
rights. 

Self-evidently, the value of a policy of 
recurrent education cannot be judged inde- 
pendently of the use to which it is put. If it 
is given the form of an expanded system of 
industrial training which impairs labor soli- 
darity by encouraging workers to concen- 
trate on their prospects for individual 
advancement within the current structure, 
then the criticism outlined above will be 
justified. But there are a number of forces, 
operating in the political domain or in the 
sphere of trade union activity, whose mobili- 
zation can lend recurrent education a wholly 
different character, in such a way that there 
is no suggestion that job competence should 
be accepted by the worker as the limit of his 
or her understanding of the socio-economic 
system. Indeed, the example of China shows 
how the principle of alternation can be 
whole-heartedly adopted in a non-capitalist 
system, work experience being given high 


. priority and students interleaving their 


studies with spells of regular labor.?° Atti- 
tudes toward the suggested interrelation 
between work and education will depend on 
one’s view of the character of the work, but 
to argue that until working conditions are 
transformed the two should be kept as 
distant as possible is to ignore the dynamic 
nature of the relationship. Much of the edu- 
cation currently provided may be tightly 
controlled and highly functional, but the 
drive emanating from diverse quarters to 
expand it and to change its character will 
reinforce, and be reinforced by, complemen- 
tary pressure to redistribute control over the 
processes of production. 

Our basic point is that the sort of struc- 
ture envisaged potentially allows education 
to play an important part in the process of 
change by giving it a built-in function in 
social and political life—a role which, after 
all, has an impeccable classical pedigree. The 
protean character of industrial democracy 
has already been referred to, denoting as it 
does anything from purely formal consulta- 
tion to full-fledged workers’ control. What it 


RECURRENT EDUCATION AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 645 


entails, in any of its more developed forms, 
is a capacity on the part of those involved to 
understand the processes of production and 
their various implications, and for this access 
to education will be a prerequisite.?" Open- 
ing the company’s books, for example, 
constitutes only a limited step towards 
participation if the rows of figures so 
exposed have no significance to anyone but 
a trained accountant; similarly, debate on a 
firm’s future investment policies depends for 
its coherence on the level of expertise of the 
discussants, and expertise is here to be inter- 
preted in the broad sense of an informed 
awareness, rather than the mere capacity to 
make technical decisions.’ 


CONCLUSION 


The principle of alternation, of allowing 
people to interpose periods of education 
between their work and other activities, can 
be argued as a rational basis for planning, 
whatever one’s political aims. But rational 
planning is not to be identified with a con- 
sensus approach; rather it consists in allow- 
ing the various sectors of society the 
maximum opportunity to formulate and 
express their interests, whether these co- 
incide or conflict. If one is interested in 
the extension of democratic control over the 
process of production and over social devel- 
opments in general, the task of the policy- 
maker will be to ensure that this extension 
of control applies equally to the determina- 
tion of the content of education and the use 
to which it is put. 

We conclude by pointing schematically to 
three types of structures which may evolve 
to cater to adults who return to education. 
Under the first, a range of training programs 
is developed, designed to improve and adapt 
the overall skill level of the labor force and 
taking place in institutions which constitute 
a system parallel to, and more or less iso- 
lated from, the formal educational system. 
Control here is exercised by those whose 
eyes are firmly fixed on profit margins and 
stability, or by politicians concerned with 


overall employment levels, and little re- 
sponse is expected either of the majority 
of the “managed” or of educational repre- 
sentatives. 

The second type of structure is more 
influenced by trends in work organization 
and labor power. The content of the educa- 
tion offered is broadened to include both 
elements of rattrapage (the filling in of basic 
gaps) and subjects relating to work in its 
overall context (“work” perhaps being 
expanded to include domestic activity). 
More is demanded of the formal educational 
system in meeting the needs arising on both 
scores, but it continues to be organized, 
administered, and financed discretely. Al- 
though the distribution of control begins 
to emerge as a central issue for negotiation 
and debate, tensions arise from the uneven 
pace of progress in the different areas: a 
current example would be the incompati- 
bility of an independent and critical spirit— 
generally endorsed as a part of the current 
orthodoxy—and the constrictive character of 
the role subsequently allotted in their work- 
ing lives to those imbued with this spirit. 

A third possibility is that if people’s 
needs cannot be projected and met by their 
initial education, and if a redefinition of 
social and occupational roles entails concur- 
rent availability of educational provision, 
then this provision will be designed both to 
balance the requirements of youth and 
adults and to complement related social and 
employment policies. This is not to advocate 
an administrative approach to political 
issues. The struggle for control over produc- 
tion processes will find its echo in the educa- 
tional domain, not only in terms of content 
but, more importantly, as far as its relation 
to those processes and their evolution is con- 
cerned. The redistribution of education is 
one means of affecting the pace and direc- 
tion of that evolution. 
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38. Theses on Education: A Marxist View 
ROSSANA ROSSANDA, M. CINI, and L. BERLINGUER 


THE SCHOOL SYSTEM IN INEGALI- 
TARIAN SOCIETY 


As a public institution for the masses, the 
modern educational system was born with 
the modern bourgeoisie and carries with it 
the imprint of the bourgeois state. Coincid- 
ing with the development of capitalism and 
the ensuing necessity of cultural expansion 
that has accompanied those profound inno- 
vations in productive organization and 
technological development brought on by 
the Industrial Revolution, mass public edu- 
cation constitutes a process that has con- 
tributed to the restructuring of the social 
character of work. Explicitly reserved in the 
past to privileged social spheres for the 


specific task of social management, educa- 
tion has become a “stock” on the labor 
market and the key to obtaining higher 
occupational positions. It is naturally accom- 
panied by the democratic ideology of equal- 
ity for all at the very time when productive 
development does not facilitate mass educa- 
tion. Hence, from the very outset, a contra- 
diction develops between the impossibility 
of denying, in principle, **personal rights" to 
education and the impossibility of guaran- 
teeing education on a mass scale. This 
explains the existence, even today, of the 
apparently double political "necessity" of 
education both for capitalist interests and 
for eventual conquest by the working class, 
and why the delays, the backwardness, and 


This article first appeared as “Tesi sulla scuola" in // Manifesto, February 1970. English translation by 
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the underdevelopment imposed upon the 
working class by the church and the state 
have not yet disappeared. 

Memorable battles for compulsory educa- 
tion have marked the founding of every 
modern state. It is interesting to observe, 
however, how the “popular” struggle for 
education has from the outset carried with it 
an unresolved and rarely perceived ambigu- 
ity between the “egalitarian” thrust (i.e., 
universal rights to knowledge) and the 
acceptance of a *promotion" model that is 
based not only on the technical but also on 
the social division of labor. In the race for 
material and social privileges, the working- 
class movement has simply demanded that 
there be equal opportunity for everyone in 
education, Except for certain illuminating 
examples that appeared during the French 
Revolution and the Commune, which were 
immediately suppressed, the idea itself of 
mass public education, because of this 
ambiguity, does not transcend the perspec- 
tive of essentially accepting the social 
mechanisms of capitalist society and the 
school system as guarantors of the reproduc- 
tion of social differentiation among occupa- 
tional functions. 

Following each great social upheaval— 
after the French Revolution and the 
Commune, or in Italy after Unification, the 
1920 crisis, and finally the Liberation—the 
concessions granted by the bourgeoisie and 
the demands made by the workers’ move- 
ment never transcend the demand for 
increased educational opportunity. In addi- 
tion, the radical left parties in the working- 
class movement demand not only that mass 
public education not be interessata (utili- 
tarian)-thus the demand for education for 
workers and artisans must be clearly distin- 
guished from the reformist struggle that 
substantially coincides with productive de- 
velopment—but also that it be in a certain 
fashion autonomous and formativa (forma- 
tive) of the person for himself and for the 
community instead of for an occupation. 
But at stake here is a separate moment that 
is distinct from rather than opposed to the 
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“selection” moment; the latter is left uncon- 
tested in that it is considered normal that 
vocational training at the secondary level 
should prepare students for lower occupa- 
tional functions whereas college preparatory 
courses prepare students for higher occupa- 
tional functions. Though limited to primary 
schools, “formative” education nevertheless 
becomes the arena for severe ideological 
confrontation between practicing Catholics 
and anti-clerical lay persons, between 
partisans of the "ideological" school and 
those of the “school of dialogue"; but for all 
of these the substantive issue remains one of 
defining a system of valori morali di base 
(basic moral values) and educazione del 
cittadino (citizen education) designed to 
provide at least an elementary access to a 
veritable, humanistic, and non-utilitarian 
culture. 

Within the idea of a "formative" and 
*non-utilitarian" culture lies not only the 
ideology of the neutrality of knowledge and 
science (i.e., when these are freed from the 
contamination of productive relations and 
“work”) but also an elitist and paternalistic 
conception of administering exalted and 
“non-utilitarian” concepts to the people. 
But more profoundly, this idea betrays the 
bad conscience of a culture, which is itself a 
product of the social division of labor, and 
which refuses to take into account this 
aspect of practical, applied, or professional 
knowledge that clearly mirrors the mark of 
social inequality inherent in the domain in 
which it operates, i.e., the productive unit. 
Every theory of “basic education” tries with 
all its force to save face by creating the 
notion of childhood as a separate area or 
moment in the life of man when there is 
equality; then comes inegalitarian society 
(which is assumed from the outset to be the 
only possible one) to resume its claims. 
Though decency requires that selection not 
be exhibited before the child reaches four- 
teen years of age, it in fact first begins 
operating through hidden mechanisms, 
which, when applied in similar fashion and 
under the cover of equal education to 
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unequals (e.g., the son of an agricultural 
laborer from Calabria and a lawyer’s son 
from Milan), will obviously lead to unequal 
results. 

The idea of "competence" will then 
become a specific ideological excuse for 
educational selection. Competence is an 
objective product both of the technical 
division of labor and of the expansion of 
productive forces and knowledge that are 
necessarily expressed as "specialist" knowl- 
edge and as “professional profiles." Never- 
theless, this double function, which is of 
course mediated through the school, follows 
a peculiar trend. On the one hand, the devel- 
opment of knowledge and its transmission 
are entirely orientated by a system of prior- 
ities set up by the mechanism of capital 
accumulation and by consensus manipula- 
tion through considerable superstructu- 
ral mediation of class "self-consciousness" 
within the “democratic” state. On the other 
hand, this entire and contradictory process 
must function in relation to the social hier- 
archy. But, in order to satisfy this second 
condition, a kind of explicit “valorization” 
of levels of schooling becomes necessary; 
competence is or rather should be presented 
not only as “knowledge” but also as “knowl- 
edge with market value." 

A veritable philosophy of prestige has 
accompanied this transformation of knowl- 
edge into a market commodity. The more 
recent theory of education as "productive 
investment" is linked to the thesis that the 
productivity of the individual's work is more 
or less proportional to the length of time he 
studies. The more one studies, the more 
competent one becomes; therefore, one's 
competence will have a higher economic 
value. Largely accepted by American liberal- 
ism, this thesis posits a correspondence 
between the range of salaries and the range 
of diplomas such that the expenses incurred 
during a given number of years of study can 
be viewed as an investment that will be 
remunerated accordingly. But this thesis also 
has its socialist versions that are based, on 
the one hand, on a school selection system 
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that is more or less organized according to 
the demands of economic expansion, and on 
the other hand, on the collectivization of 
workers according to different levels of the 
social ladder. This way it is claimed that an 
objective base can be furnished for defining 
differences in labor force value; in fact, this 
nicely smuggles in a functional scale to 
accommodate the demands of any system 
where the labor force is characteristically 
reduced to a simple commodity. 

In substance, this thesis, which defines 
technocracy, fails to recognize the social 
character of productive forces that nourish 
the economy of advanced capitalist societies. 
It attributes, on the contrary, to each indi- 
vidual (as if he worked in isolation, outside 
the context of the social relations of produc- 
tion) a greater or lesser portion of the social 
characteristics of work. 

This mystifying thesis needs to be refuted 
by an analysis of the principal factors that 
have led to the breathtaking increase in labor 
productivity during these last decades: the 
extended socialization of the productive 
process (e.g. perfected work organization, 
scale factors, and industrial integration), the 
technological progress (e.g., automation, and 
introduction of new materials), the exten- 
sion of markets, and as far as schools are 
concerned, the development of the general 
level of education. Now the efficiency of 
each of these factors is due to the nature of 
the collective process: that is to say, the 
process wherein the coherent and coordi- 
nated activity of all increases the potential 
of each one and enlarges beyond measure his 
sphere of action. This, therefore, concerns 
an efficiency that is essentially social and 
not one where the product can be parceled 
out according to the particular skills of 
single individuals. On the whole, “сотре- 
tence" plays a more important role in appro- 
priation than it does in production; 
beginning with the value" distinction 
between manual and intellectual work, the 
apparently objective standard of a social 
division of labor tends to be reproduced. 

In summary, the formation of *compe- 
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tence” is perpetually and unjustly trans- 
ferred from the level of the technical 
division of labor towards fulfilling a specific 
function of stabilization in the prevailing 
social organization. This function has two 
aspects, one economic and the other ideo- 
logical. 

On the one hand, the extension of 
parasitic and unproductive occupational po- 
sitions helps reduce the danger of crises of 
overproduction. (This increases the con- 
sumption capacity in relation to the develop- 
ment of the productive capacity.) On the 
other hand, the increase in social differentia- 
tion provides a model of social mobility that 
reaches high enough so that it captures the 
vision of workers of the vast lower social 
strata. 

This model appears even more convincing 
in that it is based upon an “‘objective” 
parameter of selection, i.e., consumption. In 
this manner the circle closes: the supreme 
social goal-i.e., the production of com- 
modities by means of commodities—be- 
comes the measure of all human activity 
and obscures, just as Marx had predicted, the 
substance of the social relations behind the 
fetish of commodities; the social relations 
among unequal subjects become simple, 
rational relations between commodities (i.e., 
levels of schooling) of different values. The 
patrimony of technical knowledge, or of 
“culture,” invests a kind of exchange value 
in the mechanism of educational transmis- 
sion; that is, in the selection and diploma 
systems, and in their liaison with social 
status and material advantage. Culture is 
produced for its exchange value and not for 
its use value. 

Thus, by accepting as legitimate the 
premises of the formation of a hierarchical 
system of inequality and the transformation 
of education into a market commodity, the 
mass educational system of the capitalist era 
appears indissolubly linked to the capitalist 
system, and is one of the pivots, if not the 
fundamental instrument, of capitalist re- 
production. What, therefore, has recently 
happened to bring into question its effi- 
ciency as an element of stabilization? 
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THE CRISIS OF INTEGRATION 


The school system is being shaken by a crisis 
in its credibility. In order that schools be 
considered as acceptable reproducers and 
guarantors of social hierarchy, the society 
creating them must demonstrate sufficient 
capacity—one that is concrete and not 
simply ideological—to ensure the integration 
of the school product. Now, during the past 
twenty years, the expansion of mass educa- 
tion has taken place at speeds and according 
to models of needs and aspirations that do 
not correspond to the real productive devel- 
opment and social mobility of capitalist 
societies: schools are in an inflationary phase 
and are steadily losing their value. Being 
incapable of absorbing the educated masses 
by ensuring them the required "'advance- 
ment,” all capitalist systems tend to delay 
the impending collision between educational 
preparation and social opportunity: school 
life is lengthened and broadened in propor- 
tions having nothing to do with really 
acquiring higher knowledge; the community 
deducts from its budget increasingly large 
sums of money for the creating of ever 
vaster “‘parking zones” for youth, indepen- 
dent of their “productivity”; the system 
selects its managerial staff in relatively 
limited quantities, but at the same time 
holds hundreds of thousands of youth in 
schools anticipating that they will not obtain 
diplomas. 

It is paradoxical that it is the workers and 
farmers, the producers of wealth, who “pay” 
the costs of a school system destined to 
educate those who will become other and 
more privileged than they; it is equally para- 
doxical that an ever vaster educational 
system also pays for the “semi-finished” 
who are finally left out by the selection 
process but who nevertheless require build- 
ings, teachers, and materials for study. In 
order to reduce friction on the labor market, 
ever larger social strata of youth and retired 
persons are held outside of the market; 
social costs for them become enormous and 
efforts are no longer even made to render 
them productive. The school system be- 
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comes an end in itself, a separate body, that 
is essentially destined for its own self- 
nourishment. It produces occupational func- 
tions and itself becomes an occupational 
function. The process achieves scandalous 
proportions if one considers that more than 
60 percent of university graduates end up in 
the public school system (the “semi- 
finished” go into the privately supported 
school system). 

It is not surprising that the masses of 
students essentially experience this condi- 
tion as а frustration. The student who 
continues his studies beyond the compulsory 
level more or less consciously accepts partici- 
pation in that selection process that would 
ensure him, as formerly, a higher social 
position. But at the very moment when the 
doors to the university are being forced open 
by the thrust of masses of students, the 
concreteness of this prospect for social 
mobility, as emphasized in the preceding 
paragraph, fades; education becomes dis- 
credited. The student first discovers that he 
is the unfortunate victim of a fraud, and that 
it is impossible for him to become a “cadre.” 
Next—and this occurs shortly thereafter 
because it concerns not ап ideological 
acquisition but rather the crisis of a real, 
material situation—he experiences (as either 
an “irrational” or an “unjust” system) the 
incongruity of social stratification itself as it 
is proposed to him. Cultural development 
itself begins to enter in conflict with the fact 
that it is relegated to the rank of a simple 
commodity; a product of the system, culture 
becomes a critical arm and rebels against the 
system but finds itself handicapped by an 
intolerable social one-dimensionality. When 
an accumulation of consciousness-raising 
foreign political developments—e.g., the radi- 
cally alternative models of Vietnam insofar 
as the poor achieve victory over the techno- 
logical myth, the Chinese revolution as a 
rediscovery for today of the value of equal- 
ity, and the Cuban revolution as an exalta- 
tion of subjectivism and a rediscovery of 
values—are added to these two processes, the 
student movement explodes. 

Even if the explosion ebbs, the basic 
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contradiction will nonetheless remain. Nor is 
it possible to imagine how mechanisms of 
the current social system could resolve it by 
creating a new equilibrium. There are, then, 
for the ruling class only two ways out, both 
of which are impracticable: 

I) One could explicitly return to a type of 
functionality whereby schools would pro- 
duce non-inflationary diplomas. This would 
entail that mass education be limited to 
lower and medium-lower levels (elementary 
schools and vocational training diplomas at 
the secondary level), and that a quota sys- 
tem for higher education be implemented 
through a brutally authoritarian selection 
process. This way presents two incon- 
veniences: it would require a rigid planning 
of needs and a coercive system capable of 
imposing them. Even if one thinks that the 
ruling classes of the capitalist countries are 
capable of carrying out this process of 
“rationalization,” such a choice would so 
abruptly tear the mask from the ideology of 
“advancement,” which is based upon the 
rights of all to education, that it would 
provoke violent confrontation. It is not by 
chance that the Fouchet plan preceded the 
French “May,” or that the West German 
S.D.S. directed its first campaign against the 
quota system. As a matter of fact, this solu- 
tion functions only in the socialist countries. 
There they attribute to schools the same 
function of forming competence for occupa- 
tional functions, and thus the functions of 
selection and reproduction of social stratifi- 
cation, but they are capable of managing 
their economic development and imposing 
its priorities through a complex system of 
coercion and consent. 

II) One could explicitly reject the “func- 
tionality” of schools as producers of non- 
inflationary occupational credentials. This 
trend has appeared in Italy among certain 
Catholic and socialist educational experts 
who propose abolishing all value of academic 
credentials. This alternative constitutes the 
unacknowledged background of the “liberal- 
ization” of study programs as forseen by 
the “mini-reform”: henceforth, the young 
person will study “for himself” without any 


652 


guarantee that what he studies will help him 
out in life—as it used to do. The mystifying 
character of the ideology of this solution 
seems evident. The relation between the 
authoritarian study program and the profes- 
sional profile is not exposed either from the 
viewpoint of the technical and social division 
of labor, on the one hand, or from the 
viewpoint of the use value and exchange 
value, on the other. Instead, a misleading 
dialectic is created between the authoritarian 
study program and the possibility for the 
pupil to choose his own course of study. On 
the basis of models borrowed from the out- 
side, he chooses among disciplines born of 
the existing system of university chairs, 
which maintains the rigidity and meaning- 
lessness of a classification of knowledge that 
no longer seems functional for any present- 
day cultural and social models. The choice 
proposed to the student is on the whole 
apparent; it tends to free the school sys- 
tem from its responsibilities of guaranteeing 
directly through academic credentials the 
exchange value for the schooling provided. 
Whether there is diploma inflation or the 
abolition of all academic credentials, social 
stratification will continue to be reproduced 
outside of the school system according to 
the exigencies of the labor market and the 
organization of consent. The functions and 
mechanisms will remain unchanged. 

But if these outcomes appear difficult for 
the capitalists, they are no less so for any 
“reformist” proposal that does not challenge 
the very principle upon which the school 
system is founded. Up until now, the 
reformism of the Left has been founded on 
the fundamental hypothesis that the school 
system is a social service, or “good,” to be 
more widely allocated among the under- 
privileged social strata; but it is not per- 
ceived that this position ends up demanding 
nothing more than equal opportunity for 
entrance into a mechanism of social selec- 
tion. In a capitalist society, any extension of 
educational opportunity—whether through 
extending the instruments or means for 
study, or even through enlarging the student 
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salary system—will confront an inextricable 
contradiction, which is the following: we 
cannot deny workers and farmers ever- 
increasing educational opportunity, but 
neither can we offer to them greater educa- 
tional opportunity without this transforming 
them into something other than they are, at 
their own expense, and against their own 
class interests; moreover, this will merely 
reproduce the lower social strata, which are 
destined to produce the wealth and to 
occupy the lowest occupational positions. 

In short, there is no “progressive use” for 
an instrument designed to perpetuate a 
society of privileges. Even the hypothesis— 
derived from a choice made by Communists 
in 1964 who at least had enough lucidity to 
pose the problem—hardly appears consistent. 
It was originally formulated to come to grips 
with the “insatiable” educational growth 
that would consequently create explosive 
tensions throughout the system. But the 
hypothesis was set up on a misunderstanding 
of an implicit acceptance of social stratifica- 
tion and consequently its reproduction by 
the model of modernization; it was also 
based upon the mistaken prediction that one 
could create within the university student or 
graduate a revolutionary consciousness that 
would stem from the incapacity of the 
system to regulate the development of pro- 
ductive forces. Indeed, each policy of the 
reform and democratization of schools that 
views them as composing a separate body or 
a mechanism of selection cannot refrain 
from more or less consciously accepting one 
of the two outlets proposed by the capital- 
ists; in short, they all end up being policies 
“within” the system and can find no other 
expression except in the renaissance of a 
“student unionism” where students demand 
strong credentials and the instruments that 
permit them to utilize their intellectual 
resources in order to obtain them. Whether 
we like it or not, one can even “unionize” 
the directives that appeared revolutionary in 
1967 and 1968: participation or dual power, 
co-management or student assemblies, point 
system or final examinations are contradic- 
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tory only in appearance and can just as 
easily become various modes of continuing 
the management of schools as producers and 
reproducers of social stratification. Bear in 
mind, for example, how the significance of 
the struggle for the final exam system was 
reversed: at first it began as an egalitarian 
demand for abolishing discriminatory evalua- 
tion criteria, but it was transformed along 
the way into the easiest means of obtaining 
academic credentials. 

In brief, schools cannot be reformed 
unless the function for which they were 
created is abolished. There was keen aware- 
ness—not “ideological” but profoundly 
significant nonetheless—in the student pro- 
test movement that it was impossible to 
reform the educational institution and use it 
for revolutionary purposes. This, because 
since the beginning of the modern bourgeois 
state, we have never known any other type 
of educational system, even in the Euro- 
pean socialist societies, where the selection 
process in education unfortunately con- 
tinues to operate. Strip away this essential 
characteristic from the school system and 
this separate body would decompose and 
manifest its inability to socialize children 
and to transmit non-commercialized knowl- 
edge and skills. Schools, as such, must be 
abolished. 


AN ALTERNATIVE STRATEGY 


Upon what basis could an alternative 
strategy, a political movement for schools be 
built? What should be its final objective? 
What should be its immediate program for 
action? 

The end objective must be nothing less 
than one of doing away with schools that 
function as instruments of selection for hier- 
archical social positions, and consequently 
also doing away with schools as a “separate 
body.” This would require a radical reorgani- 
zation of two functions, education and 
transmission of knowledge, which are neces- 
sary for every society, and which hitherto 
have been fulfilled by schools. These two 
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components are irreducible; they cannot be 
reduced to one or the other as was polemi- 
cally done during the first phase of the stu- 
dent protest movement when the second was 
absorbed by the first; they are both neces- 
sary. Indeed, every society has need of a 
value system. Non-ideological history does 
not exist, and each community must define 
for itself a goal and “organize consensus” 
around it. This means evaluating the nature 
of the ends to determine their propensity for 
human oppression or emancipation. As for 
knowledge, though it is true that knowledge 
is always a historical product, not neutral 
but marked by the system that creates it, it 
is nonetheless equally true that knowledge— 
as an acquired mastery of nature and as 
man’s self-reflective thought—represents an 
objective element around which there is con- 
frontation and which is something that one 
cannot abolish, just as one cannot abolish 
the situation inherited from the develop- 
ment of productive forces, or from the 
milieu, or from bio-physiology. Neither in 
the destruction of history nor in his own 
“naturalness” can man rediscover an intrin- 
sic and innocent positiveness. If it is true 
that this dream of Rousseau can be found in 
every popular revolution, it, itself, is none- 
theless an ideological product. Similarly, 
immense confusion between the social and 
technical divisions of labor has been created 
by the failure to see that during the course 
of the different productive phases the latter 
constitutes a process charged with an objec- 
tivity that determines, among other things, 
the moment of proletarianization for those 
who participate in it. The earliest positions 
of the student movement, despite the 
explicit reference to the importance of the 
“cultural revolution,” here diverge from the 
richest part of Mao’s thinking; it is Mao who 
sees the “destructive” moment, intrinsic 
to proletarian culture, resulting from the 
decomposition and the highly accentuated 
creation of a new synthesis of concrete 
experience. This represents, on the whole, 
the dialectics of cultural “rebellion” in con- 
trast to the exaltation of the “tabula rasa” in 
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non-utilitarian education, which represents 
the terrain of the new and crudest ideologi- 
cal traps. 

Now, returning to our first point, educa- 
tion (which tends to coincide with elemen- 
tary schooling)—this process could clearly be 
ensured by the community as an undifferen- 
tiated body rather than by schools in a 
separate place for learning. In large part, 
education is already carried out in this 
manner: the process of socializing the child 
takes place in large measure outside of 
schools; it is carried out by the family, the 
milieu, and the mass media that surround 
the child. In a community capable of 
*education"—that is to say, a politically 
conscious community—this process would be 
carried out through an "operative" relation 
and in a more unified manner. The different 
types of job preparation would be based on 
the fact that the more the child lives in a 
system of real relationships, and not purely 
ideological ones, the more complete and the 
less distorted the process of socialization 
would be. The elementary notions furnished 
by schools would find direct expression in 
daily community activities: reading, writing, 
and doing math, plus an entire framework of 
metrical, geographical, and temporal notions 
would be firmly fitted into social praxis, 
from which, moreover, they derive and of 
which they constitute generalized and clas- 
sified forms. If education is to be considered 
as “socialization” (and all existing pedagogi- 
cal theories consider it as such), then it is 
not clear why the community should entrust 
education to the "expert." Delegating educa- 
tion in this manner is like considering the 
socialization of the child as a process set 
apart, as something different and relatively 
mystified (e.g., *the world of childhood" is 
largely an artificial construction); in like 
manner, the transmission of knowledge by 
means of fragmented and arbitrary notions 
(a little ancient history, some "science," and 
a little poetry) must also be reconsidered 
since these notions do not correspond either 
to the experience of the community (which 
rightfully ignores such notions), or to a real 
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level of consciousness. The apprehensiveness 
found in elementary students is due to the 
fact that the child experiences with keen 
awareness that the school inculcates in him a 
consciousness of mediocre value, if not 
purely fantastic or mnemonic; at the same 
time, it obstructs him from generalizing his 
world of experience “outside” of the school. 
And, indeed, the sole thing that will remain 
imprinted in the child from this “formative 
schooling," will be the techniques of read- 
ing, writing, and arithmetic, as well as frag- 
ments of socialization given to him by his 
more or less happy relationship with the 
mediator of the milieu and the culture, his 
teacher. All the rest will be forgotten— 
progressively erased by real knowledge. 

Certainly, the atomized and mass- 
produced whole that constitutes today’s 
social body cannot become an educative 
community; only a recomposed and there- 
fore “political” community can become 
that. China demonstrates for us this possi- 
bility: there, not only can schools be tempo- 
rarily closed, but the material impossibility 
of providing schooling for everyone can 
be anticipated, without this slowing down 
learning, and even with an "increase in 
knowledge.” Moreover, even in societies 
such as our own, the few advanced experi- 
ments being carried out try to break down 
the frontiers of the “schooling site,” or, as in 
Barbiana, to transform the school into some- 
thing other than itself. All progressive 
pedagogical theories aim to find expression 
in the idea of “non-separation.” They there- 
fore try to destroy the myth of the necessity 
of considering the teacher-pedagogue as an 
expert. 

Here is a point that always provokes 
profound indignation within the teacher 
corps. Rarely do we meet а professional 
profile so openly separatist because of its 
“competence’’—that is, its “objective” rela- 
tions—but at the same time so convinced 
of its irreplaceable role in society.’ It is, 
however, common knowledge that schools 
produce teachers but do not form the 
teacher; this is no less the case for the 


THESES ON EDUCATION: А MARXIST VIEW 


teacher-training colleges, which, in spite of 
their objectives, are generally considered 
useless, or for universities, which produce 
university graduates who can enter teaching 
if they like, since university graduation 
meets the hiring requirement in elementary 
and secondary schools, Teaching itself is not 
an object of knowledge; it is therefore not a 
knowledge but rather a social status and a 
function, which, since the time of the 
reformist tradition (the schoolmaster as the 
heart and intelligence of the village—and his 
opposite, the sadistic pedagogue of Dickens), 
has been recognized and standardized by the 
state bureaucracy. Paradoxically, the most 
delicate of socialization processes is thus 
entrusted to this closed and autonomous 
professional category, which possesses a 
solid esprit de corps and maintains extraordi- 
nary differences in age, in ways of reacting, 
and in communication between the teacher 
and the student. An invasion of the school 
by the community whereby secondary 
school seniors and university beginners 
would tutor the younger students (in a non- 
institutional vision of the giornata scolastica 
integrata—the integrated schoolday) would 
succeed in breaking down the present-day 
rigidity of the educative relationship and 
would render to education a new mobility, 
because the educative process and a series of 
infinitely richer experiences of socialization 
would be reciprocally brought together. 
Moreover, almost all of the socialist coun- 
tries started their experiences in this manner 
(but unfortunately, save China, forgot it 
later on): the “mass literacy” campaign 
launched immediately after the Revolution 
in Cuba represented a moment when the 
“school died” and ‘education lived,” and 
when an extraordinary exchange of social 
techniques and knowledge, irreplaceable by 
the most modern and perfected pedagogical 
center, occurred.” In our present-day soci- 
eties, this kind of occurrence can be repro- 
duced at the initiative of a political 
community, student or not. But in order to 
avoid committing the error made by the 
student movement, which consisted of 
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horizontally separating the different levels of 
schooling (or of classes), we must try to 
remodel the educational experience verti- 
cally for the whole of schooling, and this in 
liaison with the “outside” avant-garde of the 
factory or the neighborhood. Here is a 
process that is immediately possible and that 
would represent a concrete and positive 
“assault on the institution” by achieving 
political growth and restructuring. 

It is less likely, even in the long run, that 
we can succeed in directly managing without 
differentiation the elaboration and transmis- 
sion of knowledge that, as an expanding 
body of learning, is not expected to be fully 
grasped by each individual; rather, it must be 
recomposed through the exchange of experi- 
ences from various sectors. Indeed, the 
current trend towards the “specialist” is of 
course largely arbitrary since it is expressed 
in the social rather than the technical divi- 
sion of labor. It is therefore undoubtedly 
correct to aim at synthetically recomposing 
knowledge: however, the sum of these cogni- 
tive acquisitions and their rate of growth will 
require separate types of formation and 
elaboration, not only at present, but also 
well beyond the end of the social division of 
labor. Even the “omni-dimensional man” 
will be replaced by a learning experience 
mediated by the community as a cultural 
experience of the “other.” 

But does this mean subjection to a 
painful and inevitable limitation? Here again 
it is necessary to avoid giving an ideological 
or crudely idealistic interpretation of egali- 
tarianism; that would transform the political 
plan into a kind of undifferentiated generali- 
zation. On this point Marx makes himself 
perfectly clear. As a matter of fact, the 
reconstituting of a more advanced and 
articulated level of knowledge takes on a 
dialectically positive impetus when the 
linkage with material advantage and social 
prestige relative to the “power” of intellec- 
tuals is broken. In this sense, why not then 
imagine a moment for transmitting and 
elaborating specific skills that could also 
intervene at given moments and in given 
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places? After all, it seems to us that the 
destruction of the school and its entire 
reabsorption into the social community 
should be carried out in a first phase that 
would be the moment of education. After- 
wards, the formation that would follow 
would not only be carried out on a homoge- 
neous body of students who are highly 
disposed towards exchanging ideas and rela- 
tions; nor would it simply imply a form of 
labor that, being linked to work, would 
gradually replace the social image of the 
student with one of a worker who also 
studies; but by having decisively broken all 
traces of the authoritarian master-apprentice 
relationship, it would invest with signifi- 
cance an exchange between different levels 
of experience. 

But above all we must consider that in a 
society of transition this different movement 
can be imprinted into the formation of 
knowledge as well as into its transmission. 
The effort towards liquidating social stratifi- 
cation and politically recomposing all of 
society through the struggle between new 
and old relations of production implies a 
radical resetting of priorities, a change in the 
technical division of labor, and thereby the 
dissolution of old professions and the crea- 
tion of new competences. This consequently 
also implies a reclassification of culture—in 
the same way that the phase of the rising 
bourgeoisie witnessed not simply the aboli- 
tion of feudal social forms, but also a total 


decomposition and recomposition of the _ 


framework of knowledge, which henceforth 
would be oriented towards different fields 
and would carry a “destructive” critique of 
those archaic models.? 

This destructive critique is already ap- 
pearing in the qualitative as well as quanti- 
tative crisis of “high culture”; it finds 
expression in the uncertainty of profes- 
sionalism, and in the tightly paralyzing 
effect of present-day relations of production 
and types of social organization derived 
from cultural and scientific developments. 
This crisis is not expressing itself in an 
“evolutionary” sense—which would already 
be positive—as a latent potential harboring 


ROSSANDA, CINI, AND BERLINGUER 


new cultural and scientific models demand- 
ing to be liberated; it is appearing as an 
intolerance of culture towards itself and 
towards the surrounding world, and as a 
rejection of its own one-dimensionality in 
“crisis” and “labor pains.” The development 
of knowledge generates a critique of its own 
acquisitions and contents, and finally leads 
to a “sorrowful self-consciousness” without 
prospects. 

It seems to us that it is here that the 
direct political liaison between the revolu- 
tionary student and worker movements is to 
be situated. Neither one of the two can 
separately confront the common goal of 
destroying social privilege: students cannot 
resolve at the university the problem of 
abolishing present-day professional func- 
tions, since these reflect a crisis not only in 
the contents and methods of knowledge, but 
also in the general disposition of society; 
workers cannot hope to accomplish a social 
revolution without confronting the problem 
that schools reproduce “capitalist” forms, 
roles, and relations that are permanent and 
inherent in the social division of labor. In 
this sense, it seems to us that the proposition 
put forth by Vittorio Foa* indicates a posi- 
tive direction; that is, the gradual unifying of 
“the student in the worker.” But in imple- 
mentation, this proposition cannot be freed 
from every conceivable type of “demand for 
the right to study,” perceived as professional 
or individual advancement, unless contact 
between the school and the factory is not 
confined to the level of the person of the 
student; rather, it must include a reciprocal 
critique and destruction of the mechanism 
that underpins present-day social organiza- 
tion of work and that is reflected not only in 
the selection process but also in the contents 
of education. 

How can this take place in practice? First, 
by analyzing the double character of the 
professional profile, its technical compe- 
tence and its hierarchical function; second, 
by analyzing the historical reality and the 
functionality of this competence as an objec- 
tive moment of the technical division of 
labor; finally, by analyzing the process of 
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the collective organization of labor, which 
itself appears riddled with authoritarian and 
repressive "'objectivity" and “managerial 
functionality.” If, as Garavini observes,’ it is 
correct that these processes cannot be 
assimilated, and that the present-day organi- 
zation of the capitalist process will even- 
tually tend to attenuate the significance of 
the "technical" moment in favor of the 
"managerial moment (in this sense, one 
would need an undifferentiated and func- 
tional preparation of the worker), it is 
equally true that this analysis must be based 
upon the productive unit. In other words, 
the social truth of the student's professional 
profile can become apparent to him only if 
he analyzes it from outside the school and 
together with the protagonists of the pro- 
ductive unit (or in social places where 
competences are put to use)—this, because it 
is only in the concrete that we can deter- 
mine the continually changing degree of 
objectivity of the technical division of labor 
(as much from the angle of the individual as 
from that of the collective process) and the 
hierarchical redundancy of occupational 
functions and managerial organization. This 
analysis will show that every qualification of 
profession—which is more apparent in busi- 
ness than in other fields—is beset by the 
double force of interaction between the 
nucleus of “skills” and that of “values” (i.e., 
between knowledge and social function), 
which are always in a precarious equilibrium 
between equalization and differentiation, in- 
tegration and reciprocal challenge. 

By this analysis, the “objective” and 
"technical" moments of competence, and 
above all of its formation (by the school, the 
study program, etc.), will appear in a novel 
way. This is because the hierarchical 
moment is rooted not only in teaching 
methods but also within the contents of 
apprenticeship, just as the student move- 
ment had perceived. This critical work 
demystifies the “professor” in the eyes of 
the student just as in the eyes of the techni- 
cian and the worker. It is a common labor— 
as our worker-student collective experiment 
in Bologna demonstrates—that is neither 
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parallel, nor rooted in solidarity, nor long- 
term, but nevertheless at the heart of the 
proletarian condition of the worker and the 
technical condition of the student, that 
requires the worker and the student to 
transcend the level of simply making union- 
type demands; it is the very natures of the 
factory and of the school—common partici- 
pants in the formation of the same social 
mechanism of stratification—that must be 
challenged. 

By this work that consists both of height- 
ening self-consciousness and of struggle a 
student and worker movement can be 
specifically defined. This work can also be 
carried out, and more easily so, at other 
professional levels—from that of the medical 
doctor to that of the architect—even if they 
are more undifferentiated with respect to 
the exemplary character of the productive 
unit. Not only can it demystify these profes- 
sions and restore to them their true technical 
dimension; it can also remodel the technical 
dimension by transcending the immediately 
projected needs as they appear today. In 
short, in the difficult struggle of exposing 
and destroying the multiple relations that 
operate and accompany the mode of capital- 
ist production, a different organization of 
social necessities, and therefore of methods 
(not only of social groups and of the specific 
relations of production, but also of needs, of 
knowledge, and of professional profiles), 
must take shape. The alternative can be 
created only in the fire of social transforma- 
tion. But this has already started in present- 
day struggles and in the reality of the 
different social levels where the project for 
the society of tomorrow (an alternative 
vision that implies the destruction of the old 
social relations) must be formed. Further- 
more, nothing but the level of consciousness 
and of struggle today can determine that 
project; it cannot be delegated to some 
“after the revolution" policy without repro- 
ducing the necessity for an identical revolu- 
tion. 

Thus, by rejecting the reformist hypothe- 
sis we are able today to define a political line 
for, or rather against, schools. By rejecting 
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the original sin of modern schools as the 
reproducers of social inequality, we can 
recreate unity between workers and stu- 
dents. It is not by chance that, since the 
development of Italian society, this unity 
has never been achieved on the terrain of 
school modernization. No one collaborates 
in order to tighten his own chains; at least 
the working class has the wisdom to avoid 
such folly. 


NOTES 


1. On this subject, see the excellent survey by 
Marzio Barbagli and Marcello Dei, Le Vestali della 
classe media (Bologna: Il Mulino, 1969). 

2. It should be noted that the “literacy campaign” 
was not carried out by an ideologically unified 
avant-garde, The revolution had hardly been won 
and had not yet specified its socialist option. The 
preparation for the instructors and the young 


ROSSANDA, CINI, AND BERLINGUER 


volunteers was improvised on the work-site itself. 
The campaign took place under the conditions of 
bitter conflict; some young persons were killed. It 
remains nevertheless the high point of the political 
formation of the Cuban revolution and represents, 
according to UNESCO, a unique date in the rapid 
and global defeat of illiteracy. 

3. It is strange that the commentaries scandalized 
by the “cultural revolution" in China always 
overlook the length of time that accompanies all 
radical cultural change. The confempt of the 
Renaissance for the Middle Ages, or of the Enlight- 
enment for the preceding age, the tendentious 
style of the Encyclopaedists—attributed by modern 
criticism to the absence of a historical dimension — 
these are "childbirth" phenomena of history, 
not without pain and of a new dimension. There 
were considerably many more Madonnas smashed 
to bits in the nooks of cathedrals during the 
French Revolution than there were Buddhas shat- 
tered by the Red Guards. 

4. See the introduction by Vittorio Foa in J 
lavoratori studenti (Turin: Einaudi, 1969). 

5. See the mimeographed report by Sergio Gara- 
vini for the meeting of Communist students at 
Ariccia on November 2, 1969. 
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